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Tory immigration fraud 


If you looked for any precise details of 
how the Conservative Party proposes to 
‘“‘cut immigration” you would have looked 
in vain among the newspaper reports and 
the accounts of speeches and parliamentary 
debates. There is a very good reason for this. 
You will not have seen any details of their 
proposals because, in reality, there are no 
proposals at all. 

Once again the wretched and corrupt 
Tory party is playing the anti-immigration 
card in the run-up to the General Election, 
hoping to fool the voters once more by 
making anti-immigration noises — but 
without committing themselves to any 
actual proposals which they might have to 
fulfill once they had tricked their way into 
office. There could be no clearer indication 
of the utter rottenness of the Tory party 
that it could play with this profoundest issue 
of national survival merely to win themselves 
a few more tawdry years of political power. 


So what will Mrs. Thatcher be doing to 


| “cut immigration to a trickle’? Firstly it is 


important to realise that the policy 
document prepared by Mr. Keith Speed was 


. initiated at the behest of William Whitelaw, 


who has already stated that the Conservative 
party would not go back on any ‘pledges’ 
to UK passport holders. That alone is 


' sufficient proof that the whole exercise is 


a cynical fraud. Speed himself has admitted 
that the Tories will “honour their 


| obligations” to all the 30,000 UK passport 


holders of East Africa, plus their dependants! 
The only concrete suggestions (and 
they are only suggestions) to have emerged 
are that entry might be withheld from 
“more distant relatives” of those immigrants 
already here; and that the entry of depen- 
dants of amnestied illegal immigrants “would 
be looked at with particular care”’. Big deal! 
The fact is that no concrete proposals 
and certainly no concrete intention exists to 
stop immigration. The same promises of dust 
are being kicked in the air by the Tories as 
was done by Edward Heath before the 1970 
General Election, after which every single 
promise to curb immigration was flagrantly 
broken. 
As Mr. Callaghan emphasised when 
getting Mrs. Thatcher neatly into a corner, 
stopping further immigration can only be 
done by a complete repudiation of the so- 
called commitments to passport holders and 
dependants to which all parties are pledged. 
“And I don’t believe any party in this 
country can do that,” said Callaghan. Are 
we to suppose that this will be done by the 
treacherous Conservative party? Of course 
not! Shadow Foreign Secretary John Davies 
immediately reaffirmed the Conservative 
party’s determination to “‘stand for the 
fulfilment of our pledges to those United 
Kingdom passport holders overseas’ and 
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their ‘‘real dependants’. 

There are, in reality, only two ways of 
solving the Immigrant problem in this 
country. Firstly, to immediately ban all 
further immigration of passport holders and 
dependants; and above all else, to embark on 
a programme of compulsory repatriation and 
resettlement of all immigrants and _ their 
dependants and descendants already here. 
Without repatriation, any talk of stopping 
immigration is meaningless in terms of the 
race problem. The Tories will obviously do 
neither of these things. 

The National Front will do both. 


‘Positive discrimination’ 


Camden Council in North London is 
now the first Council to officially institute 
“positive discrimination” in favour of Blacks 
applying for jobs or seeking promotion 
without qualifications. No longer will Blacks 
be barred from jobs because they do not 
meet with the required standard of 
education. Camden Council also intends to 
“respond positively” to Immigrant groups 
affected by high unemployment. No 
reference was made to “responding 
positively” to unemployed Whites. 

This further symbol of national disin- 
tegration will, we have no doubt, cause 
Whites in their turn to “respond positively” 
towards their coloured brethren in a way not 
calculated to improve race relations, and in 
so doing, perhaps, contribute that little bit 
to the resurgence of the Majority. For the 
double-edged result is that every victory for 
minority racism contributes at the same time 
to a more acute awareness by the White 
British Majority of their dispossession. 

And this is what we are confronted 
with — what Wilmot Robertson has aptly 
termed the dispossession of the Majority. 
For while it is still the institutions, the 
brains, the enterprise and the physical hard 
work of the ordinary British majority which 
holds this country together and keeps it 
going, they are being discriminated against 
and given the status of actual inferiority by 
the obsession of Church and State, Govern- 
ment and Opposition, media and liberals 
everywhere with “ethnic minority” causes. 
Even the law of the land itself has been 
altered so that the voicing of Majority 
aspirations can be punished with imprison- 
ment. 

Actions like that of Camden Council 
are inevitable in a ‘multi-racial’ society — 
where the binding force of racial cohesion is 
lost, except among the Immigrants. In such 
a fragmented society, Majority racism 
becomes illegal. Minority racism becomes 
‘positive’. 


Peace in our time 


If there is one thing in which the 
Israelis, unlikely as it may seem, resemble 
Adolf Hitler, it is sheer political nerve; 
diplomatic chutzpah on an international 
scale. 


Who but the Israelis would have the 
gall, in the middle of their peace negotiations 
with Egypt, not only to announce that 
future Israeli governments will continue to 
build Jewish settlements on the occupied 
West Bank, but actually to be in the process 
of establishing them. Apart from the estab- 
lishment of settlements on the West Bank 
and the Gaza, 22 new “military strongholds” 
have also been built in the Sinai to protect 
existing settlements, though according to the 
Egyptians these amount to new settlements 
themselves. 

Last month, Israeli Premier Menachem 
Begin put two diplomatic fingers in the air 
by having a foundation stone laid for a new 
settlement at Shilo on the West Bank. When 
President Carter meekly reminded him of 
Israeli promises not to build any more new 
settlements, Mr. Begin, in the manner of the 
late German leader, explained that he under- 
stood this undertaking applied only until the 
end of last year. 

In this case, as in so many other areas, 
Israel is showing that it is the only nation 
today which is determined to ruthlessly 
pursue its own national interest regardless 
of international opinion, the UN, 
negotiations, “‘world peace’’, obligations or 
anything else. For that Israel is to be 
admired. She may be fortunate however in 
being the only nation which, for some 
reason or other, is allowed to get away with 
such aggressive self-determination. 


Our future Tories 


If anyone wished to gauge the general 
direction in which the Conservative party is 
likely to move in the next twenty years or 
so, they need look no further than the 
Federation of Conservative Students, a body 
so utterly wet, which has compromised so 
completely with the prevailing drift to the 
left that it heralds a future Tory party even 
more decadent and anti-British than the one 
currently in Opposition. 

This was the body which recently 
allied itself with the Union of Liberal 
Students, the Broad Left and _ the 
Communist party in issuing a joint statement 
on ‘racialism’; and has joined the new all- 
party Joint Committee Against Racialism 
presided over by left-wing virago Joan Lestor 
and set up in the first place by the Board of 
Deputies of British Jews in liaison with the 
major immigrant organisations. Mrs. 
Thatcher’s fraudulent anti-immigration pro- 
nouncements have, needless to say, sent the 
FCS’s national chairman David Wilks into 
paroxysms of ‘shame’ and ‘indignation’. 

' It is reported that some so-called 
“genuine Conservative students” are alarmed 
at the Federation’s alliance with the Left 
against patriotism and nationhood and are 
hoping to mend the organisation’s errant 
ways. If this is so, they are sadly deluded. 
The Tory party now, in any shape or form, 
is the voice of liberal internationalism, to 
which on the economic, social and racial 


fronts it is and 
committed. 
There is no salvation in the Conser- 


vative party now, and there never will be. 


A role in Africa 


There has been much comment recently 
about the intensified Communist penetration 
of Africa, in particular of the Horn of Africa 
where the Cubans and Russians have rushed 
to the aid of the tottering Marxist tyranny 
of Ethiopia with the intention of conquering 
her antagonist, Somalia. 

Most of this comment has been 
perfectly sound and sensible, so far as it 
goes. It is the aim of the Communists in the 
Horn, who already control South Yemen 
(formerly Aden), to completely control the 
Red and Arabian Seas. And it certainly is 
the aim of the Communists, through their 
armed intervention in Angola, Mozambique 
and elsewhere, and in their support for the 
terrorist war against Rhodesia and South 
Africa, to eventually gain control of the 
wealth and the strategic land mass and sea 
lanes of this vitally important continent. 

But apart from luke-warm criticisms 
of pursuing detente in view of this blatant 
Soviet aggression, what real proposals have 
emerged to halt this menace in its tracks, or 
to grasp the nature of deliberate Western 
complicity in it? 

Any understanding of the Communist 
success depends upon grasping the crucial 
fact that at the very top of Western inter- 
national policy-making is a plan to hand over 
Africa to Communism. That plan is being 
relentlessly pursued in Britain by David 
Owen through the Kissinger proposals to 
deliver Rhodesia to the Russian-backed 
terrorist army of Joshua Nkomo. Secondly, 
it has to be understood that Soviet subver- 
sion is sustained, paid for and equipped by 
the West through her massive international 
loans, supplies of technology and sales of 
grain which, if cut off, would bring about 
the collapse of the Communist system. 

Above all, it has to be understood that 
a part of the world like the African continent 
is far too important to be left to the 
Africans. Indeed, the Soviet puppet masters 
like nothing better than to hide their power 
behind child-like throwbacks to the Stone 
Age who strut around in preposterous 
uniforms. That is why there is still a vital 
role waiting to be played by the White Man 
in Africa. 


Paragon of tolerance 


Essential reading for Nationalists is a 
recently published book, Victims of Yalta 
by Count Nikolai Tolstoy. It tells the ghastly 
tale of what happened to the six million 
Russian soldiers captured by the invading 
German armies during World War II, many 
of whom went over to the Nazis and joined 
in the struggle against Communism. 

At the end of the war, as the German 
armies retreated, these Russians arrived in 
Europe, and some even reached Britain. 


totally irreversibly 


What happened to those in Europe is now 
well known; Solzhenitsyn was the latest to 
give us horrific details of Operation Keelhaul, 
in which the Allies mercilessly handed over 
these unfortunates to be butchered by 
Stalin. Cossacks preferred mass suicide 
rather than be returned to the Soviet Union. 

What happened to those who reached 
Britain is less well known. Tolstoy tells us 
that Anthony Eden quite needlessly 
promised Stalin in 1944 that Britain would 
send back all the Russian soldiers who by 
then had reached Britain. Accordingly, after 
the war, 32,000 Russians were forcibly 
transported back to the tender mercies of 
Stalin, even if they were in mortal terror and 
still bearing the marks of attempted suicide. 
Many British officers were nauseated at 
having to take part in the abductions; 
reports soon came back of horrible quayside 
attempts at suicide by the Russians when 
they arrived at Odessa. 

There is a fascinating footnote to this 
story. One of the six civil servants directly 
responsible for these repatriations was Sir 
Geoffrey Wilson. Sir Geoffrey, of course, 
between 1971 and 1976, was the Chairman 
of that paragon of tolerance towards refugees 
and enemy of hatred and oppression, the 
Race Relations Board. 


Is everybody happy? 


One of the essential aspects of main- 
taining the democracy farce in a liberal 
society is preserving the appearance but not 
the reality of democracy. Thus we have what 
appears to be a free press, though in fact it is 
the propaganda arm of the liberal concensus 
tyranny. Precisely the same applies to what 
is apparently a democratically elected and 
representative Parliament. 

A gimmick introduced not so long ago 
as part of the democracy charade was the 
Ombudsman, a person to whom the people 
could take their complaints about bureau- 
cratic maladministration. Naturally, the 
system was rigged in such a way that 
reaching the Ombudsman at all was a 
miraculous triumph over bureaucracy. Com- 
plaints, first of all, had to go through the 
local MP, which quickly took care of any 
silly ‘complaints’ from the likes of National 
Front supporters. 

The grand result last year, according to 
the Ombudsman, Sir Idwal Pugh, was that 
out of thirty million taxpayers in our demo- 
cracy, only 901 people had anything to 
complain about — which only goes to prove 
how happy and contented everybody is. 


Show the Flag 


FLAGS, ROSETTES, 
POLES ETC. 
SEND STAMP FOR LIST 


W. BROWN, 20 SUTTON WAY, 
HESTON, MIDDX, TW5 OJA 
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This month, Spearhead exposes 
more multi-racialist brainwashing of 
children — this time from the Tiny 
Tots’ paper Jack and Jill published by 
IPC Magazines for children of about 
five years of age. 


The extracts illustrated here 


come from a regular story: feature 
called ‘Linda and Her Magic Bubble 
Mixture’. In the story, Linda uses her 


‘ye if Mig" 


1. Linda’s Mum and Dad were 
having a New Year party. Linda and 
Anna stayed up late. 


6. Anna had an idea! “Wish for 
West Indian steel drums!”’ she said. 
Linda did, at once. 
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magic bubbles to make a trumpet and 
a violin when the record-player breaks 
down at her parents’ multi-racialist 
New Year Party. But the instruments 
were difficult to play, and so Linda’s 
coloured companions suggest making 
West Indian steel drums instead. And 
of course, all live happily ever after. 
All this might seem _ quite 
innocuous until it is realised that 


broke! ‘‘We’ll have no dance music 
now!” sighed Anna's Dad. 


nian 


drums! 


7. When Linda’s bubbles had become real West Indian steel drums, 


NOW THEY'RE 
BRAINWASHING 
TINY TOTS! 


obviously propagandistic material 
such as this does not find its way into 
kiddies’ papers by accident. As we all 
know, the ever-growing ‘race relations’ 
industry employs people whose sole 
function is to continually agitate in all 
branches of the media, advertising etc. 
for ‘“‘more representation of our multi- 
cultural society,” in other words, for 
more insinuation of multi-racialist 
propaganda. A particular target of this 
campaign is school learning material, 
nursery books and children’s news- 
papers. 

The object of the campaign, of 
course, is to get at very young 
people’s minds in such a way that 
they grow up believing multi-racialism 
to be normal. A child brainwashed 
with this kind of material, for 
example, would be quite unable to 
understand that multi-racial relation- 
ships were not part of everyday life. 

It is by such ‘conditioning’ tech- 
niques that the multi-racialist propa- 
gandists hope to ‘re-educate’ an 
entirely new generation, a generation 
unaware that they have been deprived 
of their birthright. 

Fortunately, experience soon 
teaches young people that there is a 
lot more to multi-racialism than steel 


Linda and Anna fetched Sam, and they all played the drums. ‘‘What a 


ar 
| 


lovely rhythm 


said everyone. ‘‘Now we can dance!” 


JOE PEARCE, Editor, Bulldog 


The importance 
of the Young 
National Front 


THE FORMATION of a National Front 
youth wing marked probably the most 
important development 
experienced for many years. The necessity 
for such a movement within the ranks of the 
mother organisation cannot be _ stressed 
enough, especially when one is aware of the 
widespread support that is being obtained 
from the nation’s youth. 

National Front Head Office is now 
receiving a continual flood of enquiries from 
interested young people from all walks of 
life and from all parts of the country. It 
would have been a mistake if a body had 
not been formed to cultivate this growing 
support. Fortunately, the leaders of the NF 
had the foresight to recognise the importance 
of such a body and, consequently, the 
Young National Front was born. 

Since its formation, the YNF has 
moved forward in leaps and bounds and it 
has had considerable success in stirring up 
interest amongst Britain’s youth as a whole. 
The youth movement has, undoubtedly, 
acted as an inducement to membership 
amongst the younger age group. 

There are a number of basic reasons 
behind the Young National Front’s success 
as a recruiting force since its formation. The 
first and most immediate reason was the 
impact it made in the press. The media 
coverage of the official formation of the 
youth wing was, to say the least, extensive, 
and it resulted in young people nationwide 
learning of its existence. The formation of 
the Young National Front produced mass 
excitement amongst young people through- 
out the country; this is one of the great 
assets of the youth movement — it whets the 
political appetites of young people. The 
YNF is likely to remain a publicity winner 
for the Nationalist cause indefinitely, simply 
because the thought of youths uniting in a 
right-wing patriotic cause like the National 
Front will arouse perpetual interest among 
Fleet Street journalists. 


SPORTING ACTIVITIES 


Another very important aspect of the 
youth wing’s attraction to young people is 
its intention to set up an_ extensive 
programme of sporting activities and 
functions. The existence of sports facilities 
within the Young National Front will act as 
a very influential recruiting device for youth. 
More important, however, is that these 
sporting facilities will act as an excellent 


the Party has 


inducement for young people to stay 
members of the Party after joining. In the 
past, interested young people have joined 
the National Front very willing and eager 
to help out, but have left disillusioned 
because all that the Party had to offer was 
paper selling on a Saturday morning and the 
occasional meeting. Now these same young 
people will be offered a choice of sporting 
activities on top of the usual political 
functions, and this will act as a terrific 
incentive for these members to stay 
interested instead of dropping out after a 
couple of months. 

These sporting activities are still very 
much in the early stages of development. It 
is hoped that a five a side football 
competition will be held soon in a London 
sports centre. A trophy and a cash prize will 
be presented to the winners, and teams 
representing Branches and Groups from all 
over the country should be taking part. This 
is just one of the many sporting functions 
which the Young National Front will be 
organising in the future. It is likely that 
tennis, squash, cricket, rugby, boxing, 
karate, judo and many other sports will be 
organised in future months to satisfy our 
members. 


SOCIAL ACTIVITIES 


Another function of the YNF, which 
will play a very similar role to sport in 
securing and then maintaining members, is 
the organising of socials which will cater 
primarily for the musical tastes of younger 
members. These have already taken place in 
some areas of the country, and they have 
proved enormously successful. 

Finally, there is perhaps the most 
important recruiting vehicle of all, specialised 
literature aimed solely at the minds of young 
people. Existing National Front literature 
has got to be geared to the minds of all 
sections of the community and,consequently, 
much of it did not relate to the thoughts 
and aspiration of younger people. The 
formation of the YNF has resulted in 
publications being produced solely for the 
young. Since the inauguration of the Young 
National Front Secretariat, a national, 
printed broadsheet has been produced, 
called Bulldog. This is written by and for 
young people, and therefore it will be more 
successful in relating to the younger section 
of the community than did the standard NF 
publications. As well as Bulldog, many local 


Young National Front publications have 
come into existence, along with special YNF 
booklets and leaflets, such as the excellent 
How to spot a Red teacher leaflet which 
relates magnificently to teenage fourth and 
fifth formers in schools. This specialised 
literature is bound to mean more to 
sympathetic young people than the conven- 


~ tional National Front publications and, as a 


result, will inevitably enjoy more success in 
recruiting younger members. . 

These, then, are the elements that 

make the National Front youth movement 
invaluable as a vehicle for recruitment. Also, 
of course, the sports and social activities 
organised by the YNF will lead to greater 
companionship and a more closely knit 
organisation generally. 
The importance of the Young National 
Front, however, goes further than just a 
means of youth recruitment. It will act as a 
training mechanism for young members to 
learn the skills of political thought and 
activity. In essence, the future local and 
national leaders of the National Front will 
receive their political training within the 
ranks of the youth wing. 

The Young National Front is still in 
its infant stage of growth, but its future 
value to the Party is priceless. 


A mugging in 
every port 


Seamen’s unions are considering a boycott 
of Nigerian ports in protest against a wave of 
piratical ‘muggings’ of foreign ships. 
According to the Merchant Navy’s paper, the 
Telegraph, Africans are going on nightly 
rampages of robbery and violence against 
ships anchored at Lagos and other ports. 

The attacks culminated recently in the 
savage murder of the Master of the Danish 
ship, the Lindinger Ivory. The Master was 
shot and thrown overboard and several other 
crew members were injured by _ the 
marauders. One British officer confirmed:— 

“Although this incident is by far the 
most serious, it is by no means the only one 
which has taken place. | would hazard a 
guess and say that at least three vessels a 
week are boarded in this anchorage. Security 
measures during my stay in the anchorage 
have been nil.” 

Making the problem worse is the 
Africans’ complete bungling of com- 
munications. After the murder of the Danish 
captain, when the ship was trying to request 
a doctor for the crew by broadcasting a 
message on the official VHF channel, it was 
jammed. Said one British officer:— 

“It took several minutes to clear 
Channel 16 from the usual jumble of 
stations . . . and the general abuse of the 
channel by stations broadcasting animal-like 
noises and pop-music.”’ 
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MARTIN WEBSTER 


THE VICTOR OF 
SPANDAU JAIL 


ONCE again the Soviet Union has refused to 
release from Spandau Jail its last remaining 
inmate, 83 year old Rudolf Hess, despite 
the fact that the other wartime allies who 
are jointly responsible for guarding the 
prisoner — Britain, France and the United 
States — have indicated for some years past 
their willingness to free him, and despite 
petitions for his release from a wide cross- 
section of political and church leaders of 
many different lands who have no past or 
present sympathy for National Socialism. 

A number of reasons have been 
advanced for the intransigence of the Soviet 
Union. Some say that because the alleged 
objective of Hess’s war-time flight to Britain 
was to persuade the British Government to 
make peace with Nazi Germany in order that 
Germany could be given a free hand to make 
war on its ultimate foe - Communism — the 
Soviet Union has an understandable desire to 
inflict as strong as possible form of revenge 
on Hess. 

Others say that as Spandau Jail is in 
the Western sector of Berlin, Hess’s presence 
there and the Soviet Union’s right to guard 
him in rota with the other wartime Allied 
powers gives them a right to effect a 
“presence” in West Berlin which would 
otherwise not be available to them. 

Whatever the Soviet Union’s reasons 
are — and Soviet ‘logic’ has ever been 
impenetrable — the plain fact remains that 
Rudolf Hess is the victim of a monstrous 
personal injustice. As a letter published in 
The Times late last year (from, among 
others, Jeremy Thorpe, MP, and the Bishop 
of Bath and Wells) stated: 


“INEXCUSABLE”’ 


“Hess has been in captivity since May, 
1941. Since 1966 he has been in solitary 


confinement . . . he has been treated for 
stomach ulcers .. . he has a weak heart and 
his health is failing . . . We wish to express 


our abhorrence at the petty, out-dated, 
inexcusable regulations that are being 
applied at Spandau . . . We have no doubt 
that it will be widely regarded as unaccepable 
that Hess is only allowed to see one member 
of his family for one hour each month...” 
It comes as no surprise that the forces 
of the far Left and of Zionism in Britain and 
elsewhere outside the Soviet Union 
campaign against the campaign to free Hess 
and seek to discredit the ‘Free Hess” 
organisation led by his son, Wolf. The joint 
Marxist-Zionist revanchist attitude is exem- 
plified in the vulgar, semi-literate and 
increasingly boring “‘anti-fascist’’ magazine 
Searchlight — whose Editor is Maurice 


Page six 


Ludmer, a Communist and Zionist, and 
Chairman of the Marxist-dominated 
Birmingham Trades Council. 

Ludmer tries to smear Wolf Hess’s 
efforts to stir up international opinion in 
favour of his aged father’s release by saying 
that the contact address in Spain for the 
“Free Hess” campaign is the same as that of 
a Spanish publication called Cedade, which 
is reputed to have all manner of extreme 
Right Wing connections. 

This attempted smear is pitiful, for in 
a son’s effort to free his father from jail it 
is reasonable to expect that he will accept 
help from anybody in any country who is 
prepared to help. In Britain Wolf Hess is 
happy to accept the help of Liberal and 
Conservative (and, for all I know, Labour) 
politicians. Does that fact discredit the 
“Free Hess” campaign? No — it merely 
indicates that the injustice of Rudolf 
Hess’s treatment is felt keenly by all fair- 
minded people regardless of their party- 
political or ideological associations; with 
the exception, of course, of the Marxists. 


NOT A “WAR CRIMINAL” 


Ludmer refers to Rudolf Hess as “a 
War Criminal”. That description is a lie, even 
within the dubious context of the Nuremberg 
War Crimes Commission’s definition of that 
word. He was found NOT GUILTY of “‘war 
crimes’’ charges. He was only found guilty of 
“planning aggressive war’ — an almost 
meaningless charge. 

To begin with, that alleged activity 


(i.e. “planning an aggressive war’) was not 
promulgated as a crime until after the war 
was won by the Allies. It is clearly contrary 
to the precepts of Natural Justice to convict 
and punish a man for a “crime” which was 
not determined as a crime at the time the 
offence was alleged to have been committed. 

It is obvious that this “crime” was 
invented by the War Crimes Commission 
simply as a sop to the Soviet Union who 
wanted to hang Hess simply for being a 
leading National Socialist. Thus to keep a 
man in prison — in solitary confinement — 
for over 30 years as punishment for a 
“crime”’ which did not exist at the time the 
“crime” was alleged to have been carried out 
is an outrage against all standards of Law 
and Justice. 

Secondly, the political and military 
leaders of all major powers in the world 
today — including and especially those 
powers which formerly sat in judgement on 
Rudolf Hess are continually ‘planning 
aggressive wars”. 

It has often been admitted by United 
States military leaders based at the Pentagon 
that America has plans determined for “‘pre- 
emptive strikes” against all manner of 
potential enemies, not least the Soviet Union 
and Red China. It is clear that these ‘‘pre- 
emptive strike” plans are continually 
updated in the light of technological, 
political and diplomatic developments. We 
can be quite sure that the Soviet Union has 
its plans for “‘pre-emptive strikes” as well... 
and I have no doubt that somewhere in our 
War Office dust is starting to gather on 
British ‘“‘pre-emptive strike” plans which 
date from the days when we had the military 
capacity to make such plans feasible. 

And what are “pre-emptive strike 
plans” other than an American military 
euphemism for ‘“‘planning an aggressive war” 
— plans to attack somebody else first? To be 
sure, justifications for such plans can be 
provided — but those justifications are 


Wolf Hess at rally for his father’s release 


subjective and political. The rights and 
wrongs of such plans depend in the first 
instance on who you regard as the “‘goodies” 
and who “the baddies’, and in the second 
and final instance, who are the winners. 

It is not an objective God who judges 
the “War Criminals” at the end of a war; nor 
is it an objective God who writes history. It 
is the winners who sit in judgement on the 
losers. It is the winners who write the 
history books. 

Consequently, as Hess was not 
convicted of any crime other than the 
lately-made-up-rule of “‘planning an aggressive 
war” he is simply being punished for being a 


leading political personage on the losing side. 


His situation, therefore, has nothing to do 
with Law and Justice, and everything to do 


with malevolence and revenge. 


SPITE AND MALEVOLENCE 


This comes as no surprise when we see 
that it is the Ludmers of this world — people 


‘whose ‘literary’ effusions on every subject 


are rancid with spite, hate and personal 
vengefulness — who derive a sick sadistic 
pleasure at the thought of an ailing 83 year 
old man being kept in solitary confinement 
until the day he dies. 

Of course we have no clue concerning 
whether Hess himself now wishes to be 
freed. I have the sneaking feeling that he 
does not wish to be freed and that he is 
desperately trying to live as long as he can as 
a captive in Spandau Jail, for he must know 


that his presence there is a living proof of 
the humbug, hypocrisy and downright 
unlawfulness of his captors. That is the real 
reason why Western political leaders would 
wish to see him freed. 

Let us remember that the same forces 
which sought to hang Hess, which secured 
his imprisonment, and which now rejoice in 
his perpetual torture — the forces of Com- 
munism and Zionism — are the same forces 
which have brought about the Race 
Relations Laws whose sole purpose is to put 
into jails those who dare to speak out against 
their wickedness. 

But if we are brave and steadfast, our 
victory is as sure as the personal triumph 
over adversity of the lonely old man in 
Spandau Jail. 


IN A previous issue we commented on 
the parasitical post in the race relations 
industry known as a ‘Housing Adviser (Race 
Relations)’ which was advertised by Wands- 
worth Borough Council at a maximum salary 
of £5,500 p.a. Lewisham Council, however, 
goes one better with an offer of £6,790 per 
annum for this position, as the following 
advertisement shows. 


HOUSING ADVISER 


A race relations housing ad- 


viser is to be appointed at- 


£6,790 a year by Lewisham 
council. 

But what do these kind of race industry 
bureaucrats actually do for their handsome 
salaries? Well, the ‘explanatory leaflet’ 
(opposite) issued by Islington Housing 
Department gives you some idea. These race 
relations Quislings spend their time compiling 
such leaflets in Bengali, Gujerati, Greek, 
Turkish and Urdu (oh yes, and English) 
because they are “‘concerned that minority 
communities, due to language difficulties, 
are not getting on the housing waiting list.” 
So says Islington Council’s newspaper, 
Focus. “In publishing these multi-language 
leaflets we hope to reach as many members 
of the ethnic communities as possible,”’ says 
the ‘chairperson’ of Islington Housing 
Committee. 

But it doesn’t stop there. Not content 
with their multi-language leaflets, Islington 
Council goes one better even than Lewisham. 
As Focus reports:— 

“To help make sure that the housing 
needs of the minority groups are looked 
after, two new posts have been created in 
the Housing Department. An Education and 
Publicity Officer will assist the housing staff 
to identify the needs of ethnic minorities. 
Another Housing Advisory Officer will be 
responsible for helping those people who do 
not know how to contact the Council with 
their housing needs.” 

We once heard a great deal about 
public expenditure cuts. Wherever those cuts 
were made, they certainly did not affect 
the race relations industry! 


WHAT THOSE ‘HOUSING 
ADVISERS’ ADVISE 


Please send me an application form for registration on the 


Housing Waiting List. 
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JOHN TYNDALL 


WHITE RHODESIA: 


MUCH WATER has flowed under the 
bridge since the last commentary at length 
that I made on the Rhodesian situation. 
That was in November 1976, when under 
the theme of ‘The Anatomy of White 
Surrender’ I attempted an analysis of the 
political, ideological and diplomatic factors 
that had contributed to Ian Smith’s accep- 
tance of the principle of Majority Rule after 
having appeared to devote the previous 
decade of his political life to the very 
opposite. 

Of Smith’s capitulation, I wrote that 
“we might have hoped for a time after... 
that he would be quickly overthrown by a 
massive revolt within his party and 
country .’, Since those words were 
written Rhodesia has had a General Eelction 
in which Smith scored a landslide victory 
over his opponents of the newly formed 
Rhodesian Action Party. Such was the Smith 
triumph — and by implication the over- 
whelming endorsement by the Rhodesian 
people of his policy of surrender — that it 
was difficult to believe that this in fact was 
the people who had stood so bravely over 
the previous 12 years for the maintenance of 
their civilisation and way of life against the 
combined fury of the outside world and who 
in this act of defiance had earned our 
boundless admiration. 

To this day I refuse to believe that this 
turn of events is an indication that the White 
Rhodesians have gone soft; not only their 
heroic past, but the up-to-date performance 
of Rhodesian armed forces and civilians in 
fighting the terrorists, is a rebuttal of this. 
What has to be the explanation is that a 
people who, true to the tradition of their 
British forebears, have never shown an adroit 
grasp of the realities of international politics, 
have succumbed to a gigantic spoof — by 
which they have been persuaded that what is 
in truth a surrender is not a surrender at all. 

How has this been achieved? Ivor 
Benson, one of the shrewdest commentators 
on Southern African affairs, summed it up 
best when he wrote in Behind the News that 
the Smith victory could be explained in 
terms of a simple equation: External threat 
= Internal solidarity. The greater the 
pressure to which Rhodesians were subjected 
from abroad, the greater their eagerness to 
rally together in national unity and to follow 
without question that man who had seemed 
over the years to symbolise that national 
unity against external pressures, lan Douglas 
Smith. 

Nothing could have better guaranteed 
the Smith victory, and with it the victory 
for the idea of ‘Zimbabwe’, than the events 
on the international scene that preceeded 
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WHAT NOW? 


Rhodesia’s election. The American Govern- 
ment, in the absurd person of Andrew 
Young, and the British Government, in the 
only slightly less absurd but infinitely more 
repulsive person of Dr. David Owen, put 
before Smith a set of surrender proposals 
which from the start were doomed to be 
totally unacceptable to the Rhodesian Prime 
Minister and almost the whole of the 
Rhodesian people. These were the proposals 
which would have resulted in Rhodesia’s 
Armed Forces, and with them control over 
national security, being placed in the hands 
of the very men who for the past years had 
been carrying on a war of violence and 
terror against Rhodesia. 

The vehemence with which Smith was 
able to reject these proposals conveniently 
supplied him with a platform on which he 
was able to present himself to the Rhodesian 
electorate as the staunch guardian of 
Rhodesian interests against the foreign foe — 
instead of what in fact he was, the grave- 
digger of the White Rhodesian nation. The 
electoral focus was switched to a secondary 
issue, the terms on which White surrender 
was to be negotiated, and away from the 
primary issue, that of White surrender or 
White victory and continuity. 

The issue became in effect the Owen 
Plan versus the Smith Plan (a plan for White 
surrender on somewhat more gradual terms 
under which ‘majority rule’ would have been 
pledged in return for some ludicrous 
guarantee, not worth the paper it was 
written on, that ‘moderate Africans’, and 
not terrorists, would be the inheritors of 
power and the equally ludicrous guarantee 
that White interests — by which was meant 
economic and business interests — would be 
safeguarded). 

In an election fought on such terms 
the victory of Smith was certain from the 
start — the more certain the more the Smith 
Plan was attacked by the ‘British’ Govern- 
ment, the ‘British’ press and every other 
external enemy that White Rhodesians have 
learned to hate. 


CONSPIRACY? 


I am wary of reading conspiracy into 
every event that today takes place on the 
world scene, but if the co-incidence between 
Smith’s timing of his election and the 
barrage of Anti-Smith propaganda from the 
outside world was not a conspiracy then it 
was the finest imitation of one since C. 
Gordon Tether used that term to describe 
the activities of the Bilderberg Society. 

This transferrence of attention to the 
terms, rather than the principle, of White 


surrender has not only given Smith a weapon 
by which to maintain his hold on the 
Rhodesian electorate; it has provided Tories 
in Britain with a totally bogus cause celebre 
out of which they can gain some political 
mileage from the strong current of feeling 
in Britain against the Government’s handling 
of the Rhodesian issue. 

What more typical example of this 
Tory practice could there have been than 
Patrick Wall’s article in the Sunday Telegraph 
Magazine of the 22nd January? The writer, a 
prominent Conservative MP and _ self- 
appointed ‘friend’ of Rhodesia, started his 
theme with words with which only the 
mentally stunted could disagree when he 
said: “‘Looking at the contemporary scene, 
one is struck by the apparent desire of the 
West to commit suicide.’ He then went on 
to castigate Labour policy in Rhodesia as an 
example of this self-evident truth, in the 
process bringing in a further truth that is 
equally self-evident by saying that “one- 
man-one-vote has not brought democracy to 


PATRICK WALL 
Is this Africa strategist a greater or lesser 
clown than his namesake, Max? 


Africa.” Continuing, he warmed to his 
theme with the stirring words: “We should 
collectively say to the Russian leadership: 
‘Thus far and no further. We shall not... 
tolerate the imposition of Marxist regimes in 
Rhodesia or Namibia (sic!) by outside 
sources. If necessary we shall be prepared to 
prevent Russian interference by placing a 
strong naval presence in the South Atlantic 
and by lifting sanctions.’ ”’ 

Fine stuff for a Tory conference! But 
wait — Mr. Wall is not finished. He goes on 
to say: “Once this has been said it would be 
much easier to influence both Mr. Smith 
and Mr. Vorster to come to terms with what 
they see as the problem of having black 
majorities.” 

So at the end of all the right-wing huff 


ion) 


and puff we see where Mr. Wall really 
stands; he stands four-square with the 
Labour Government on the principle that 
White power in Southern Africa must come 
to an end, only hve thinks that if power is 
handed over to his sort of Africans instead 
of their sort of Africans we will achieve what 
in his opinion is the all-important aim of 
retaining that area of the world as a 
‘Western’ area instead of a ‘Communist’ area 
— Christ Almighty! 

One is tempted to expand on the 
theme that with intellects and strategists like 
Mr. Wall representing the ‘right-wing’ of the 
Tory Party what need does the party have of 
a ‘left-wing’ — what need indeed of any 
party, to the left to the Tories at all? 
However, that would be to digress; what is 
to the point is that this clap-trap is just one 
more example of the technique of achieving 
what is basically a left-wing objective by 
placing in apparent opposition to it an 
objective that is even further to the left, and 
thus mobilising ‘respectable’ opinion in 
support of causes which in the end contribute 
to the same goal as that of International 
Communism: the elimination of control by 
the White Western sovereign nation-states 
of the great natural resources of the world. 


FEELINGS OF VANITY 


Speaking of Dr. Owen’s hostility to 
the Smith Plan for ‘Internal Settlement’ in 
Rhodesia, the Daily Telegraph said at the 
beginning of this year that it was merely 
pique at the fact that it was not his plan that 
was being pursued. That our Foreign 
Secretary should be stirred by such feelings 
of vanity is not incredible to me but I doubt 
very much if that is the main idea. The 
hostility of the likes of Owen is essential to 
Smith’s political strategy within Rhodesia 
in so far as it is his greatest armour against 
the challenge of those Rhodesians who 
would dispute the whole principle of 
Majority Rule itself. Thus the prospects of 
our Labour Government effectively 
achieving its aim of ‘Zimbabwe’ stand in 
inverse proportion to the degree of approval 
it casts on the Rhodesian Prime Minister and 
his policy. Too readily do Rhodesians seem 
to embrace the idea that ‘Mine enemy’s 
enemy is my friend’. 

During the year Rhodesians and their 
friends overseas were provided with an event 
which normally would have called for loud 
celebration. In a daring commando-style raid 
over the Mozambique border Rhodesian 
forces demolished an important terrorist 
stronghold and killed large numbers of 
terrorist personnel with very small loss to 
themselves. Yet magnificent though this 
exploit was, it was in reality tragic in its 
wider ramifications. In the first place it 
contributed to the totally misleading idea 
that the Smith Government which gave the 
order for it was a patriotic government 
resolutely set on destroying the country’s 
enemies and ensuring the country’s survival. 


In the second place it put at risk the lives of 
many of Rhodesia’s young servicemen — the 
cream of the White Race — for what 
purpose? Only that in the end Zimbabwe 
may replace Rhodesia in exactly the same 
way as sought by the terrorists and other 
enemies of Rhodesia, and the future of the 
Whites who had built that country may be 
sold down the river. 

For the war in Rhodesia as prosecuted 
by Smith is no different to the war in 
Vietnam as prosecuted by the American 
Government; it is a no-win war. And if the 
intention is not to win, why risk lives? 

Returning to the fatuous Patrick Wall, 
one reads in his article that ‘“‘any White 
Rhodesians would today accept a Black 
majority government if they knew it was to 
be non-Marxist’”’. While the use of the word 
‘any’ is of course pure nonsense, we may not 
be so far from the truth if we substitute the 
word ‘most’. That of course is bad enough. 
If most Rhodesians think this way, it is an 
appalling reflection on the manner in which 
a sturdy and intelligent people can be led 
into the fog by a few well placed political 
verbalisers. 


NO BLACK RULE AT ANY PRICE 


One thing I do know and that is that 
there is still an enlightened and dedicated 
minority on the Rhodesian political scene 
which sees through all this and will not take 
Black rule at any price. The question is 
what can this minority now do? 

Considering the big batallions of 
money and printers’ ink that Smith has on 
his side, it must be acknowledged that the 
chance of toppling the Rhodesian Premier 
in a General Election in the foreseeable 
future is about as great as the chance I have 


Does the fate of White Rhodesia now lie in the hands of the ‘Anbed Forces? 


” 


of being appointed Chairman of the Board 
of Deputies of British Jews. There then 
seems to be one remaining resort open to the 
enlightened minority in Rhodesia and that is 
to appeal to that institution within the 
country which, above all others, embodies 
the virile race-instinct and patriotic spirit of 
the Rhodesian people: the Armed Forces. 

That the Rhodesian Armed Forces 
could be persuaded to stage a military coup 
and take over themselves the functions of 
running the country politically might seem 
rather a far fetched proposition. However, 
for the situation to be saved it is not 
necessary for them to go that far; it is 
necessary only for them to deliver an 
ultimatum to Smith that they will not under 
any circumstances permit him to hand the 
country over to the Blacks — that providing 
that he does not do that they will leave his 
Government to carry on without interference 
but that the moment he makes another 
move in the direction of ‘Majority Rule’ 
they will step in and establish an interim 
military government for as long as it is 
necessary to find and form an alternative 
civilian government of men dedicated to 
permanent White Rule in the country. 

It is inconceivable to me that the 
enlightened Rhodesian minority, comprising 
some of the most intelligent men I know, 
have not considered this proposition. If they 
have, and have rejected it, I would like to 
know what alternative proposition they 
would make, at this eleventh hour, whereby 
White survival in their heroic country can 
be assured. 

It may seem presumptuous for me to 
speak thus at so many thousands of miles 
away but from here it would look as if, in 
terms of pure politics, White Rhodesia has 
run out of options. 
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THE RECENT talks in New York about the 


future of the Falkland Islands will be regarded 


by the 2,000 islanders and all patriotic 
Britons with deep suspicion, if not actual 
alarm. 

Ever since 1968, when the British 
Government sent Lord Chalfont on a 
mission to the islands at the behest of the 
United Nations, there have been numerous 
indications of behind-the-scenes activity 
aimed at transferring control of the islands 
to Argentina. What is particularly disturbing 
about the latest round of talks is that, for 
the first time, Britain has agreed to include 
the question of the islands’ sovereignty on 
the agenda. 

In spite of repeated assurances by the 
British Government that no decision will be 
made without the islanders’ consent, the 
New York talks, followed by Mr. Ted 
Rowlands’ attempt in Rio de Janeiro to 
persuade the islanders’ leaders that ultimate 
acceptance of Argentine sovereignty is in 
their own interests, ominously suggest that 
some sort of sell-out is being contemplated, 
if not actually imminent. The report in The 
Sunday Telegraph (11th December, 1977) 


that “Britain is pledged to win the islanders’ ° 


consent to changes in their status and 
future’ prompts the question: pledged to 
whom and for what purpose? What possible 
advantage for the islanders will be gained by 
uniting them to a multi-racial banana 
republic? 

The uninhabited islands were first 
discovered in 1592 by a British mariner 
named John Davis, and the first recorded 
landing was made in 1690 by Captain John 
Strong who named the islands in honour of 
the fifth Viscount Falkland, then Treasurer 
of the Navy. 

The next landings were made by the 
French in 1701 and there were soon British 
and French settlements on the islands. In 
1766 France ceded her settlement to Spain 
and in 1774 Britain withdrew from the 
islands for economic reasons. Spain was thus 
left in full possession of the islands until the 
South American colonies seceded from the 
Spanish Empire in 1810. 

In 1816 the newly-formed United 
Provinces of Rio de la Plata claimed the 
islands and formally took possession of them 
four years later. The United Provinces were 
expelled from the islands by the United 
States as the result of a quarrel in 1831. In 
1833 the British returned to the once more 
deserted islands and proceeded to colonise 
them. The islands have remained a British 
possession, peopled by Britons, up to the 
present time. 


ARGENTINA’S BASELESS CLAIMS 


So on what grounds does Argentina 
base her claim to the islands? She bases her 
claim on four points: firstly, because they 
were formerly part of the Spanish Empire; 
secondly, because the continued British 
“occupation” is a “colonial anachronism”’ 
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RONALD RICKCORD 


Falkland Islands or 
Islas Malvinas ? 


Typical British settlement on the Falkland Islands 


and therefore, per se, reprehensible; thirdly, 
because of the geographical relationship 
between the islands and the South American 
land mass; and fourthly, on account of the 
proximity of the islands to Argentina. 

Let us examine each point of 
Argentina’s claim to the islands. 

The claim that because the Falkland 
Islands were once part of the Spanish 
Empire they should therefore be transferred 
to Argentine control is both ill-founded and 
illogical. From the above brief history of the 
islands it is quite clear that Argentina has 
never held the islands and has no cultural 
links with the people living on them. Indeed, 
both France and Spain have stronger claims 
to the islands than Argentina; but as Britain 
discovered the islands, landed on them first, 
populated them and has controlled them for 
a period which greatly exceeds the combined 
times that they came under the jurisdiction 
of France, Spain or the United Provinces, 
then in accordance with international law, 
Britain clearly has undisputed title to the 
islands. 

The Argentine argument that the 
British presence on the Falklands is a 
colonial legacy offensive to “world opinion” 
is, to say the least, hypocritical. For would 
not Argentines who settled in the islands 
following British withdrawal merely be 
perpetuating colonialism themselves? And 
are not the ruling classes in Argentina, as 


descendants of those Spaniards who 
ruthlessly exterminated the original Indians 
who inhabited the country, answerable for 
a far harsher form of colonialism than any 
committed by our British forebears? 

The suggestion that the Falklands 
belong to Argentina because they formed 
part of the South American mainland during 
some remote geological epoch is absurd as 
well as possibly being untrue. Using the same 
reasoning, France could claim that because 
the British Isles were once connected to the 
Continent they are therefore French. In any 
case, many eminent geologists believe that 
the Falklands were originally part of the 
South African land mass. 

The claim that the Falklands belong to 
Argentina owing to their proximity to that 
country is equally absurd. For if distance be 
the deciding factor when determining 
territorial possession, then the Channel 
Islands would belong to France and Corsica 
to Italy. 

In 1964 an Argentine political organis- 
ation known as the Condor Group, launched 
a farcical and abortive “invasion” of the 
Falklands in order to “‘liberate” the islanders. 
Expecting to find the islands populated by 
Spanish-speaking campesinos exploited by 
British ‘‘imperialists”, the invaders were 
astonished to discover that hardly anyone 
knew Spanish and that the inhabitants were 
almost entirely of British descent. They were 


—— — 


also surprised to find that the living 
standards on the islands were infinitely 
higher than those in Argentina. 

In view of all the overwhelming 
evidence to the contrary, why is it that the 
Argentine Government persists with the 
fallacy that the Falkland Islands belong to 
Argentina? 

During recent years Argentine school 
children have been taught that the Falklands, 
which they call Jslas Malvinas, rightfully 
belong to Argentina. The cry “Las Malvinas 
son nuestras” provides the corrupt and 
inefficient régime of President Videla with a 
convenient means of diverting the attention 
of his people away from the squalid 
conditions in which most of them live. The 
régime has recently adopted similar tactics 
by claiming three islands in the Beagle 
Channel off Tierra del Fuego in breach of an 
international arbitration made in 1971 
which awarded them to Chile and which was 
at that time accepted by Argentina. 


SABRE-RATTLING DIVERSION 


Apart from providing the Argentine 
military junta with a sabre-rattling diversion, 
Argentina is stepping up her claims to the 
Falklands at the present time on account of 
the reported deposits of oil which may exist 
beneath the seas surrounding the islands, and 
also because of the vast resources of high- 
protein krill which live in the same waters. 
However, Argentina has neither the funds 
nor technological expertise to locate, let 
alone extract, oil. Similarly, she has not the 
means to fish for krill on a large scale. 

Instead of continually undermining 
the position of the Falklanders, why does 
not the British Government aid them to 
build up these industries which would 
benefit Britain as well as the islanders 
themselves? 

When one considers the vast sums of 
taxpayers’ money spent by the Government 
to bolster up dictatorships in Africa and 
elsewhere, money often used to purchase 
arms with which to suppress any opposition, 
it seems strange that we are unable to 
provide funds to enable the islanders to 
build a full-length runway which would 
make them completely independent of 
Argentina. 

As it is, anyone who objectively views 
recent developments and the present plight 
of the Falkland Islands could not be blamed 
for suspecting that the British Government 
is seriously contemplating betraying the 
loyalty of the British people who live there. 
Such a sell-out will also be seen as a betrayal 
of British interests by every patriotic Briton. 

So what lies behind the British 
Government’s apparent eagerness to discuss 
the future sovereignty of the Falkland Islands 
with the emissaries of a supposedly “‘right 
wing” military dictatorship which it would 
normally shun like the plague? What is going 
on behind the scenes and who are the pay- 
masters? I, for one, would like to know. 


® SABOTAGE OR COVER-UP? 


The latest fiasco in the headlong gallop 
towards the Equal Society is the ‘no-fail’ 
examination. This is the kind of school 
examination in which the pass minimum is 
either ridiculously low or doesn’t exist at 
all. Thus the equalitarians can maintain the 
fiction of examinations, but nobody ever 
fails them. So everybody is equal! 

One very clever and subtle variant of 
this preposterous system is the examination 
paper in which a student is asked questions, 
which are followed by between two to four 
“answers”. The student, of course, has to 
tick what he thinks is the correct answer. 
The pass mark for this exam is 33 per cent. 

But think about it. On average, there 
are three “‘answers” to choose from. Thus, if 
you didn’t know an answer and simply 
guessed it, the odds against you are 2—1. In 
other words, if you were totally ignorant 
and selected all your answers by shutting 
your eyes and using a pin — you should 
average 33 per cent! 

No doubt the next thing we will be 
told is that ‘passes’ on these examinations 
by coloured Immigrants prove racial 
equality! 

The big question, however, is the 
purpose behind these examinations. Could it 
be that they were designed to cover up the 
abysmal standards of progressive teaching, 
and consequently the abysmal standards of 
students’ knowledge? Or worse, could it be 
that they were designed to deliberately 
sabotage the creation of an intellectual elite? 


© THE THOUGHTS OF 
DR. DUMMETT 


Atheist he may have been, but most people 
will regret the retirement of the brilliant Sir 
Freddie Ayer as Wykeham Professor of 
Logic at Oxford University — particularly as 


he has been succeeded by egalitarian 
buffoon and_  race-traitor Dr. Michael 
Dummett. 


This trendy philosopher, according to 
the Times, shares with his wife Ann a 
“passionate involvement in race relations”. 
The clown actually spent many hours at 
Heathrow airport helping incoming Asians 
from being turned back by the immigration 
authorities! He claims he first realised 
Britain was a racist society in the Army, 
when he “got a clear view of British colonial 
governments and the people who ran them, 
and was appalled.” He says that British 


colonialism was founded “‘on an attempt to 
maintain a myth of racial superiority,” 
hence the establishment by himself and his 
wife of the “Oxford committee for racial 
integration.” 

In case you think that Dr. Dummett 
is a made-up character from one of Peter 
Simple’s columnar universities, I can assure 
you that he is horribly real. All we can hope 
for is that a Professor of Genetics at Oxford 
might take him aside and explain that there 
are more things in heaven and earth than are 
dreamt of in his repugnant philosophy. 


© OUTBREAK OF WAUGH 


Mr. Auberon Waugh is one of the most 
brilliant, most outrageous, and certainly the 
funniest journalist around these days. What 
makes Mr. Waugh all the more enjoyable is 
that his contributions to the Spectator and 
Private Eye contain so much that is 
deliberately intended to put all good lefty 
liberals into a foaming lather. For example, 
he once quipped that, “as a student of 
vituperation” himself, he regarded Robert 
Relf’s famous abusive letter to the West 
Indian living on social security as a master- 
piece of its kind. On another occasion, after 
the Lewisham riot, he wrote (in that tone of 
the feudal reactionary which is _ his 
trademark) that it was about time everyone 
started supporting the National Front as a 
bulwark against all those hairy revolutionaries 
running about whose aim was to take the 
wealth away from people like himself. 

But Mr. Waugh does more than make 
us laugh. He is very blunt and obeys none of 
the conventions of journalism, thus 
providing us with interesting tit-bits which 
would otherwise not see the light of day. 
For example, in the Spectator recently, after 
describing how he once told a Jewish joke in 
the New Statesman (“By some oversight, 
they printed it’’), he recounted the following 
little story: — 

“On my first day in the health farm 
where I have taken up residence after 
Christmas, I was approached by a fellow 
inmate, a nice, intelligent, funny, well-read 
Jewish girl and asked if I was a member of 
the National Front. When I denied this, 
blushing, she asked me if I was sure. It 
transpired that she works for a Jewish 
organisation in London and they have a large 
file on me. Oh dear!” 

That ‘Jewish organisation in London’ 
can be none other, of course, than the Board 
of Deputies of British Jews, whose ‘Defence 
Committee’ headed by the delightful duo, 
Savitt and Gewirtz, is known to keep files on 
everyone they don’t like or who they think 
doesn’t like them — including top journalists 
obviously. 

Little wonder that Mr. Waugh should 
have commented ruefully :— 

‘T hope I am not an anti-semite and 
don’t think I am one, although it is true I 
often find myself brooding about the 
Jews...” 
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LAST MONTH I wrote about the devious 
tricks used by the charlatans of “racial 
equality” to propagate their unscientific 
theories. As I indicated at the end of that 
article, the propagators of the equality 
fraud by no means stop at semantic juggling 
of this kind. Ever since the absurd Marxist 
notion of human equality gained such wide- 
spread currency this century, the absence 
of scientific support for it has led its 
ideologues to stoop to the lowest and at the 
same time the most brazen trick of all — the 
scientific hoax. 

Before we take a look at some of these 
incredible frauds, it might be as well to 
consider why it has been necessary to go to 
such extraordinary lengths in order to 
support the unsubstantiated theory of 
equality. 

Marxism can only survive as a doctrine 
so long as it can be argued that all people, 
races or individuals, are equally endowed at 
birth. The reason for this is that Marxism 
claims that all human beings are the product 
of their social environment. Differences in 
intelligence, for example, are attributed to 
differences of socio-economic background. 
Marxists go even further, stating that all 
history and social development is the 
product of such environmental forces, 
particularly the forces of economic deter- 
minism. Thus, if there are inequalities 
between groups in society, this is not 
because some people are born with greater 
potential for advancement, but because 
these inequalities have been created 
artificially by the economic environment. 
Marxists therefore believe that if the 
environment is changed, then you will 
achieve a society of perfect equality. And 
consequently, since they believe that all 
people are born equal, a Communist society 
will be one in which all men are equally 
intelligent. 

It will be seen, therefore, that if it 
can be proved that people are not born 
equal, and that on the contrary intelligence 
and other human qualities are inherited, 
then the bottom drops completely out of 
Marxism. We are thus dealing with an issue 
vital to the survival of Marxist philosophy 
itself, and it is for this reason that its 
adherents have stooped to such a desperate 
measure as the scientific hoax, aimed at 
providing some factual basis for their 
baseless theories. 

It is significant that the scientific 
hoax is exclusively the work of equali- 
tarians. To my knowledge, no fraud has ever 
been authored in support of the opposing 
point of view, quite naturally since its basis 
in scientific fact already exists. Even the 
exponents of the most exaggerated theories 
of racial superiority, as Prof. Baker shows 
in his chapter ‘From Kossina to Hitler’, 
have tended to extrapolate from the central 
core of what is scientifically true, rather 
than evolve an actual hoax, which ipso facto 
would be unnecessary. 

In order to demonstrate that environ- 
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ment is the dominant influence in the 
fashioning of human beings, a scientific 
hoax would ideally offer ‘evidence’ of a 
change from one state to another as a 
direct result of a change in the envrionment. 
Better still, in order to show that genetic 
inheritance does not determine finally the 
endowments of a person, it would be 
necessary for a hoax to ‘prove’ that any 
improvement in one generation acquired as 
a result of an environmental improvement 
could actually be inherited by the next 
generation. 

This latter doctrine is generally 
referred to as the Inheritance of Acquired 
Characteristics, and was first propounded by 
the French naturalist Lamarck under the 
influence of the egalitarian ideas of 
Rousseau and the French Revolution. The 
principle is simple. A savage in the jungle is 
born a savage because he has the genetic 
inheritance of his parents, who were savages. 
But according to Lamarck, a savage taken 
from the jungle environment and educated 
would pass on his acquired education to his 
progeny. This is, of course, nonsense, 
because each individual is only the product 
of his or her biological inheritance at birth, 
moderated to a very much lesser degree by 
environmental influences in later life. 

Lamarckism was demolished in the 
1880’s when Gregor Mendel discovered the 
actual laws of genetics and breeding, upon 
which modern biology is based. His dis- 
coveries showed that acquired characteristics 
could not be inherited, but that the nature 
of all organisms is determined by qualities 
inherited from their parents’ genetic make- 
up according to precise laws. 


THE BOAS FRAUD 


Despite these discoveries, the equali- 
tarians early on began to elaborate scientific 
hoaxes that would ‘prove’ drastic changes 
caused by environment, and also that such 
changes would be passed on to the next 
generation. Probably the first hoax 
perpetrated to support the latter doctrine 
was a phoney experiment carried out in the 
late 19th century which purported to show 
the inheritance of acquired traits of skin 
colouration in toads. This was done with 
injections of ink! 

The first politically motivated fraud, 
however, was that of the founder of 
egalitarian ‘social anthropology’, Franz Boas. 
A German-Jewish immigrant to the United 
States in 1886, most of his work was done 
in the early part of this century, after his 
appointment as professor of anthropology 
at Columbia University in 1899. Reputed 


to be a communist, Boas died suddenly in 
1942 at a banquet, just after stressing the 
need to combat ‘racism’ everywhere. 

Boas’s great hoax was incorporated in 
a paper produced for the Federal Immig- 
ration Commission entitled Changes in 
Bodily Forms of Descendants of Immigrants. 
Needless to say, Boas was in favour of 
immigration, and he set out to show that 
immigrants to the United States actually 
altered biologically under the influence of 
the American environment. His main 
argument was that the head forms of the 
descendants of southern and_ eastern 
European peoples changed after a period in 
the United States! An even more 
preposterous ‘discovery’ was that American 
Whites were gradually taking on the charac- 
teristics of Red Indians as a result of 
environmental influence! 

These ideas, of course, were laughed to 
scorn by serious scientists and they have 
never been taken seriously since. Boas’s 
head-forms fakery was unmasked at length 
in a voluminous study by Morant and 
Samson, whose work was further elaborated 
by Prof. Henry Pratt Fairchild in Race and 
Nationality. Fairchild makes the point that 
Boas’s childish fraud is demolished even by 
the most commonplace observation of the 
layman, ‘‘in such cases, for example, as the 
pure-blooded American Negro where there 
has been no obvious modification of any 
basic traits after several generations of 
residence in the American environment.” 
Morant and Samson concluded that there 
was “no justification whatever” for the 
claim, said by Boas to be ‘“‘amply proved’’, 
that the environment had caused “a far- 
reaching change in the type’ of Jewish 
immigrants. The whole thing was a gigantic 
and bizarre hoax. 


THE TYRANNY OF LYSENKO 


Meanwhile, in the Soviet Union, one 
of the greatest scientific hoaxers in the 
cause of Marxism was at work — a semi- 
literate peasant called Trofim Lysenko. 

Russia under Stalin completely 
rejected the Laws of Mendel purely and 
simply because they contradicted the 
principles of Marxist philosophy. Only a 
biological theory which accorded with 
Marxism could be tolerated, and therefore 
Lysenko, who propounded the Lamarckian 
environmentalist principles of inheritance, 
became the unchallengeable dictator of 
Soviet biology. Lysenko achieved this 
position after expounding his theories at a 
lecture in 1935 where Stalin, sitting in the 
audience, gave him loud applause. By 1938 


he was President of the Academy of Agri- 
cultural Sciences, his lectures preceded by 
the music of a brass band. 

Numerous biologists who did not toe 
the official Lysenko line were arrested in 
Stalin’s purges and died in labour camps. 
Prof. S. G. Levit, head of the Medico-Genetic 
Institute, was expelled from the Communist 
Party and executed on the grounds that his 
biological views were pro-Nazi, and the great 
geneticist N. I. Vavilov was charged with 
“Rightist conspiracy” and exiled to Siberia 
where he died in a condemned cell in 1942. 
Finally, in 1948, all orthodox geneticists 
were denounced as traitors to the Soviet 
Union, and the Soviet Academy of Sciences 
ordered that the teaching of Mendelian 
genetics was to be abolished. 

The basis of Lysenko’s hoax was that 
the genetic properties of wheat strains could 
be altered by controlling their environment. 
He claimed to have performed experiments 
which showed that crops would grow faster 
if immersed in freezing water or subjected 
to other forms of exposure. He called his 
treatment ‘vernalization’, and claimed that 
the habits of plants were not only per- 
manently changed after one such treatment, 
but that the accelerated development could 
be inherited. Almost every year for ten 
years Lysenko made claim to new 
discoveries, including methods to double the 
milk-yield of cows, permanently change the 
character of plants by grafting, and even, in 
the ultimate defiance of Mendelian laws, to 
change rye into wheat! He never demon- 
strated these experiments, however, and his 
fake ‘discoveries’ were produced with such 
bewildering rapidity that they were never 
tested. Lysenko was finally unmasked when 
the application of his theories brought about 
the ruin of Soviet agriculture. In 1965 he 
was publicly discredited and turned out of 
his offices. 

Lysenko’s fraud had a vital appeal to 
the Soviet State because it meant that if 
wheat strains could be changed by environ- 
mental control, then so could human beings. 
This implied something far more sinister 
than simply the Marxist dream of equalising 
humanity by socio-economic change. It held 
out the prospect of giving certain physical 
treatment to human beings which could turn 
them into ‘equal’ communist zombies whose 
‘acquired characteristics’ could be inherited 
by succeeding generations. 

Despite the disgrace and failure of the 
fraudulent Lysenko, his brand of environ- 
mentalism still exerts a fascination in the 
Soviet Union because it can be harmonised 
with Marxism. Last year, Russian scientists 
at the Mironovka wheat-breeding institute 
in the Ukraine announced a “revolutionary 
discovery” in genetic research, based on the 
‘discoveries’ of Lysenko, which would 
produce strains of high-yield winter wheat 
grains. Despite their claim that this complete 
contradiction of Mendelian genetics would 
shortly be presented for international veri- 
fication, nothing more has been heard of it. 


THE “BURT IS A HOAX” HOAX 


The most recent, and probably the 
most appalling hoax perpetrated in support 
of environmentalism and equality was that 
which attempted to ‘prove’ that the findings 
of Sir Cyril Burt were themselves a hoax! 

Sir Cyril Burt, one of the world’s 
leading educational psychologists, con- 
tributed a very large amount of the evidence 
demonstrating that genetic inheritance far 
outweighed environmental influences in 
determining intelligence, in a ratio of 80% 
to 20%. Burt’s pioneer work has been con- 
firmed in numerous studies since, most 
notably by Eysenck, Jensen, Herrnstein, 
Jencks and Munsinger. While differing on 
the degree of the ratio, all agree that 
heredity far outweighs environment in 
determining intelligence. 

The first public appearance of the 
claim that Burt was a fraud who had “‘faked 
his results’? was in an article on the 24th 
October 1976 in the Sunday Times by its 
Medical Correspondent, Oliver Gillies. 
However, Gillies was not the author of this 
double hoax. Its original author was a 
notorious Marxist, Professor Leon Kamin, 
who made the claim in his book The Science 
and Politics of I.Q. (1974). His attempt to 


_ discredit Burt received little attention at the 


time because his extreme left-wing political 
views were well known. Most of his frantic 
efforts to prove that intelligence was deter- 
mined by environment appeared in the 
Marxist orientated Journal of Radical 
Psychology rather than respected scientific 
journals. 

But the hoax was just what the media 
and the race relations industry wanted. 
Having stood helpless as the genuine 
scientific evidence for genetically determined 
inequality steadily mounted, without any 
respectable scientific evidence appearing to 
the contrary, a good fraud was now the only 
option. The Sunday Times repeated the 
basic accusations of Kamin, namely that 
Burt had ‘‘guessed the I.Q. of some of his 
subjects, then pretended to have measured it 
properly”; that he had faked his figures in 
order to fit a predetermined result; and even 
that he had “‘invented”’ a scientific colleague 
who did not really exist. This was Dr. 
Margaret Howard, and it was claimed that 
Burt had published his own faked papers in 
the British Journal of Statistical Psychology 
under her name and the names of other non- 
existent people. It was very convenient for 
the authors of these libellous charges that 
the distinguished Sir Cyril Burt had been 
dead for five years. 

The hoax, however, was short-lived. 
Several eminent scientists immediately came 
forward in the letter columns of the Times 
to state that they were personal friends of 
Dr. Margaret Howard and the other ‘non- 
existent’ colleagues of Prof. Burt. Others 
denounced the claim that Burt had faked 
his results. Prof. Arthur Jensen carried out 
complex statistical checks on Burt’s findings, 


and at the same time checked them against 
three independent studies which had arrived 
at parallel conclusions. He found that the 
results closely tallied in a way that would 
have been almost impossible if Burt’s data 
had been invented. He found only a few 
minor errors in Burt’s statistical tables which 
he said were consistent with slips in copying 
long lists of figures. 

Having lost round one, an associate of 
Kamin’s in America, Dr. Joseph Schwartz 
(also a colleague of Marxist Steven Rose of 
the Open University who supported the anti- 
Burt crusade) tried to claim that all the 
independent researchers whose work agreed 
with Burt’s had got their figures all wrong. 
Schwartz’s article, which appeared in the 
leftist New Scientist, was swiftly demolished 
by Prof. Hans Eysenck in a subsequent issue, 
who described it in conclusion as ‘‘careless 
and bizarre’. 

This squalid saga of fraud and fakery 
in support of the equality dogma is only 
conceivable in terms of desperate, politically 
motivated fanatics seeking to prop up their 
lunatic ideas with scientific ‘evidence’ which 
they know is lacking in reality. They have 
argued for a social system based on a 
principle which is totally unfounded, despite 
all the nonsense to the effect that Marxism 
is ‘scientific’. They have painted themselves 
into an intellectual corner! 

Even more disturbing for them is the 
fact that the discoveries of science support 
the social and political ideology of their 
opponents, hence the need to discredit those 
discoveries by any means available, from the 
invention of such modern ‘sciences’ as 
‘sociology’ and ‘social anthropology’ to 
outright fraud and ruthless suppression. In 
Russia, Mendelian genetics was abolished by 
the State which supported the insanity of 
Lysenkoism. In recent times, the authors of 
the Race Relations Act, which is designed to 
suppress any view on race contrary to the 
Marxist one, actually considered in debate 
the question of outlawing scientific journals 
and papers which showed that racial 
differences were genetically inherited. It was 
decided to postpone such action “for the 
present’. 

We haven’t reached the stage of 
burning books yet, and we are a long way 
off actually shooting geneticists. What is 
alarming is that society, having enshrined 
the same delusion as the book-burners and 
the executioners, has already travelled half 
way along their road. 
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A REPLY TO 
MR. DAVID LANE 


MR. DAVID LANE, chairman of the ‘Com- 
mission for Racial Equality’, wrote an article 
recently in the Daily Telegraph (21.12.77) 
entitled ‘When Black and White Should 
Learn to Live Together’, offering, he says 
mildly, ‘‘some impressions and reflections.” 

As the famous British Fair Play is now 
in abeyance, it is unlikely, as every National 
Front member knows, that any section of 
the media would publish any rebuttal or 
criticism of his views. So I offer them here, 
and to assist those who have not read his 
article, it will be as well to quote extracts. 

“There is widespread detestation of 
the divisive activities of extremist groups.” 

There is also widespread support for 
so-called “extremist groups’’. 

When public opinion is perpetually 
media-manipulated, when all established 
political parties adopt policies repugnant to 
the majority and when it has been decided 
to silence by whatever improper means the 
voice of a particular group, then the 
activities of that group will inevitably be 
described as “‘extremist”’. 

I find it impossible to imagine any 
“activities” more “divisive” than those of 
the Commission, pledged as it is to eradicate 
the ineradicable; to solve an_ insoluble 
problem by legislation. 

The virulent and despicable anti-NF 
campaign now being waged by the Estab- 
lishment is dictated by the fear that reaction 
against their immigration and race-mixing 
plans, always deeply felt and now being 
expressed and canalised, will destroy them 
and their dream of a dreadful One World. 

‘** |. , discrimination on grounds of 
colour or race is not only illogical and 
unfair, but also produces unhealthy tensions 
in society.” 

Is it imagined that the intervention of 
any dictatorial government organisation can 
induce ‘logic’ in the human race? To believe 
this is as illogical and unfair as to demand of 
the leopard that he change his spots. 

People are as they are, and as they will 
be. “‘No people,” said an unusually intelligent 
bishop, “do more harm than those who go 
about doing good.” 

That ‘‘unhealthy tensions” already 
exist is indisputable, but they have been 
caused by the infamous behaviour of govern- 
ments, culminating in the setting up of the 
CRE, whose activities will not cure but 
exacerbate. 

“In Britain about 1.8 million people 
are black (in which I include those of Asian 
origin): two out of five are British born, not 
immigrants.” 

The officially published number of 
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Blacks in Britain is far from universally 
accepted; we have reached a stage where 
official statistics are as suspect as public 
statements concerning the policies and 
intentions of the National Front! 


TOMORROW’S MAJORITY 


Today’s “ethnic minority” is 
tomorrow’s majority. Indigenous British 
people — and who can blame them in a 
world governed by contemporary politicians 
— are not breeding at anything like the rate 
of immigrant Blacks. And of what relevance 
is it that two out of five were indeed 
“British born’? Who is to be blamed for 
that? 

They remain members of an utterly 
alien race. 

“‘They are here to stay.” 

Only if democratic opinion, not Mr. 
Lane, decides that they shall do so. 

The statement is as provocative as it 
is misleading: it implies the impossibility of 
change or reversal of policy, and is sympto- 
matic of the modern disease epitomised by 
Duncan Sandys when, on a memorable and 
shameful occasion, he remarked to white 
Rhodesian leaders: “We’ve lost the will to 
govern.” He spoke truly for himself and his 
party, but not for all of us. 

** |. . the evidence of continuing dis- 
crimination is too serious to be ignored . . .” 

Agreement at last, O worthy Com- 
missioner! 

Was the Black chief of the World 
Council of Churches, for example, or 
Andrew Young of UN selected because they 
were the very best available, or to advance 
the aims of One-Worlders? 

For what reason are Blacks interposed 
into so many advertisements, television 
programmes etc.? Not, it is clear, from 
necessity, but to serve the integration racket. 

I believe that orders have been issued 
from On High: “Infiltrate Blacks into public 
life and notice. In criminal cases report only 
their assumed European names without 
reference to colour or race.” 

‘We shall encourage, to the utmost, 
voluntary action by employers and trade 
unions, by central government and local 
authorities . . . to introduce equal oppor- 
tunity policies.” 

Shades of army days: “Three volun- 
teers: you, you and you!” 

How will the Commission encourage 
voluntary action? By bribery, by threats, by 
the suppression of any views contrary to its 
own? 

‘Side by side with volunteers from the 


Commonwealth, white, black and brown, I 
fought to defend freedom and justice against 
the external threat from Nazis and Fascists. 
Facing us now is another threat — the 
internal threat of discord and disaffection: 
the prospect not of massive racial strife but 
of small-scale but pervasive injustice: not of 
inevitable confrontation but of the steady 
cancerous social demoralisation of a 
minority.” 

Not only Mr. Lane fought against an 
external threat, only to find that “victory” 
brought us another invasion, as well as the 
external and internal threat of communism 
and the steady erosion of freedom in Britain. 

Discord and disaffection already exist, 
with the able assistance of the CRE and 
unless the whole approach to the government- 
contrived “immigration problem” is soon 
and drastically amended the pattern of 
future events will be precisely opposite to 
Mr. Lane’s prophecy. We can _ expect 
“‘massive racial strife and inevitable confron- 
tation” in a very short time. 

“Without racial justice no society can 
be healthy and successful. Without equality 
of opportunity the ideal of one nation will 
be beyond our reach.” 

“Racial justice” in this country has 
become a matter for discussion and doc- 
trinaire concern only since the incursion 
of a vast number of Blacks, an incursion 
sanctioned unnecessarily by a discredited 
Establishment without reference to the 
opinions or wishes of the people. 

Is he saying, therefore, that no society 
can be healthy or successful unless it is 
“multi-racial”? How absurd! 


TOTALLY IRRELEVANT 


I want ‘one nation” quite different 
from that pictured in the Commssioner’s 
dream-world: a nation where talk about 
equality of opportunity between alien and 
native will be totally irrelevant. 

“Britain’s reputation for tolerance and 
humanity is second to none, and it is vital 
that a small minority of fewer than 4 per 
cent of the total population should not be 
denied access to the good things of life 
because they happen to be Black.” 

If Britain has indeed a reputation for 
tolerance and humanity, this will not be 
damaged by financially assisted repatriation 
of Immigrants, except in the minds of those 
who permit feeling to replace thought or 
who have a political axe to grind. 

Far more than 4 per cent of our own 
White inhabitants are also “denied access 
to the good things of life’, sometimes 
through ill-luck, sometimes through their 
own shortcomings, but most of all, through 
the sheer incompetence and lack of 
patriotism in successive governments. 

Must we weep for Blacks alone? 

It is just possible to suppose that Mr. 
Lane’s heart is in the right place, but to any- 
one who has read his tearjerking and cliche- 
ridden manifesto, grave doubts arise 
concerning the position of his head. 


It is not a question of how or when 
but of why “Black and White should learn to 
live together” in an already overpopulated 
island, and under tuition from the Govern- 
ment, legally empowered to arrange for the 
punishment of recalcitrants. 

To advocate multi-racialism and inte- 
gration is evidence not of “tolerance and 
humanity” but of stupidity and ignorance. 
As for the perfidious Commission for 


Racial Equality, I alone will decide to whom 
my house is sold. 

I shall advertise for a Scottish house- 
keeper if that is what I want; and I shall 
continue to say what I like about Welshmen 
or Patagonians, Poles, Pakistanis or Negroes, 
at risk, perhaps, of a punch on the nose, but 
heedless of the tyrannous regulations which 
Mr. Lane seeks to impose on once-free 
Britons. 


THE REAL FACE 
OF TORYISM 


SHORTLY before the Tory party’s propa- 
ganda hoax about their tough measures to 
curb immigration, the gentleman opposite, 
Mr. Dharam Duggal, became the first 
coloured chairman of a Birmingham ward 
Conservative Association. He joins the 
growing number of Blacks and Asians who 
now hold top positions at constituency 
association level in the Tory party, and, of 
course, in the newly formed Anglo-Asian 
and Anglo-West Indian Conservative 
Associations. 

This is the real face of Toryism, 
pandering to the Immigrant vote and quietly 
turning over the Conservative party to 
thorough-going multi-racialism — while at 
the same time conning the British electorate 
with phoney promises of stopping immig- 
ration. Is there anything more repulsive in 
British political life than this Tory party 
hypocrisy? The Labour party is nothing if 
not consistent. But the Tory party to which 
Mr. Duggal belongs is not the Tory party 
which leaks bogus anti-immigration 
propaganda to the News of the World in 
order to win white support in the run-up 
to a General Election. No, Mr. Duggal and 
his friends are kept discreetly in the 
background. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that a 
multi-racialist party which pretends to be 
anti-immigration has no great love of our 
white cousins in Rhodesia. In order to reap 
the benefits of sounding anti-immigration, 
while at the same time not offending their 
Zionist masters by sounding racialist (there 
is a big difference), the author of the Tory 
party’s recent hoax, Mr. Keith Speed, 
assured us that White Rhodesians who might 
want to return to Britain would not be 
allowed automatic entry. According to Mr. 
Speed (who said he regarded such an exodus 


you see, just numbers! 

Said Mr. Speed: “At the moment the 
problem happens to be people who have 
different coloured skins to ours, but on a 
future occasion it might be white people 
coming from elsewhere and the same 
situation would have to apply to them. We 
are overcrowded, we have got particular 
problems and we have got to reduce these 
numbers.” 

Ugh! 

Some might consider the low cunning 
and deception of the Tory party to be clever 
playing of the political game. Certainly they 
gained all the long-term benefits of sounding 
anti-immigration through not having to 
commit themselves to actually doing 
anything; while at the same time avoiding 
that taint of racialism which is anathema to 
those influential people who contribute so 
generously to Establishment party funds. 


Indian 1s 
Tories’ 
chairman 


INDIAN insurance broker 
Dharam. Duggal (pictured 


here) has become the first 


coloured chairman of a 
Birmingham Ward Con- 
servative association. 

From this week he will be 
taking the chair at the Soho 
Ward in Handsworth — 
newly revived after years of 
inactivity. 

Now 36-year-old Dharam, 
who has twice fought in local 
government elections, will 
spearhead a big campaign to 
recruit more immigrants to 
the party. 
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as exactly the same as the Ugandan Asian 
invasion) “‘our social, health, housing and 
education services just could not cope”’! 

To this hypocritical and wretched 
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: Discounts for bulk purchases can be obtained as follows: — 

Tory spokesman, there is absolutely no 10-19 copies: 16p ea.; 20-49 copies: 14p ea.; 50-99 copies: 12p ea.; 100-199 copies: 11p ea.; 
difference between Negroes and Asiatics, 200-499 copies: 9p ea.; 500 copies and over: 8p ea. (For advice on postal rates, please contact our 
and the White Rhodesians of British stock. office). 

This obvious lie served only to demonstrate 
the Conservative party’s impeccable non- 
racialist attitude. It’s not a question of race, 


All cheques or postal orders should be made out to Spearhead and sent to: 91 Connaught Road, 
Teddington, Middlesex 
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SIR: Having read the Editor’s article in the 
October Spearhead, | was interested to learn 
of his disbelief in the theory that Cecil 
Rhodes was involved in the Money Power’s 
plan for One World. 

It is a verifiable fact that Rhodes 


established the inner circle of a secret 
society which, after his death, was directly 
responsible for the creation of such sub- 
versive institutions as Chatham House and 
the CFR. 

The big question is this: was Rhodes a 
conscious agent of the Money Power or was 
his secret society and its satellites infiltrated 
after his death? 

I would dearly like to be able to 
believe that the latter were true. There can 
be nobody who would like to clear the name 
of Cecil Rhodes more than myself. However, 
this line does not seem to accord with the 
facts. 

During the period 1880-90 when 
Rhodes’ secret society was being established, 
the headquarters of International Finance 
was in London, not New York. Its undisputed 
boss was Lord Rothschild. Now it is a 
verifiable fact that Rothschild was Rhodes’ 
financial angel and also the first man to 


whom Rhodes revealed his idea of an 
English-speaking confederation. Further- 
more, Rothschild controlled ‘‘Rhodes” 


secret society from the beginning and 
continued to do so after Rhodes’ death. 

The Hand of International Finance, 
then, is visible from the outset. 

It may be argued that although the 
Money Power was behind him, there is 
nothing wrong with Rhodes’ dream of an 
Anglo-American confederation. But surely 
it strains the imagination to suppose that 
International Financiers would not use that 
position to further their objective — an 
objective that has become clearly exposed 
in recent years as being one of a world 
tyranny. All that has changed today is the 
method of achieving the goal — through 
European federation. 

One of Rhodes’ earliest disciples, 
W. T. Stead, had this to say in his book 
The Last Will & Testament of Cecil John 
Rhodes (1902): 

“But although there have been many 
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wealthier men, none of them, before Mr. 
Rhodes, recognised the opportunities of 
ruling the world which wealth affords its 
possessor. The great financiers of Europe 
have no doubt often used their powers to 
control questions of peace or war and to 
influence politics, but they have always 
acted from a strictly financial motive. Their 
aims were primarily the shifting of the value 
of stocks. To effect that end they have often 
taken a leading hand in political deals. But 
Mr. Rhodes inverted the operation. With him 
political considerations were always para- 
mount. If he used the market he did it in 
order to secure the means of achieving 
political ends. Hence it is no exaggeration 
to regard him as the first — he will not be 
the last — of the Millionaire Monarchs of 
the Modern World.” 

ALAN WEBB 

London S.E.2 


Editor’s Comment: Mr. Webb’s letter indi- 
cates the problem described in my article, 
which is really one of interpretation. 
Nobody disputes that Rhodes used his 
considerable wealth to further his political 
scheme of an Anglo-Saxon world system, or 
that Rothschild and other conspirators 
worked through him. The question is: Did 
Rhodes believe in a basically sound idea, 
unwittingly seeking the co-operation of the 
wrong people by whom he was manipulated 
(in which case he could not be classed as a 
conscious agent of the internationalist con- 


spiracy); or did he, in league with the 
obvious evil-doers, consciously carry out a 
plan for world domination in full knowledge 
of their objectives? To me, what evidence 
there is suggests that the latter if far less 
likely than the former. RV. 


SIR: I wrote recently to Mr. Peter Shore 
after the Labour party’s pathetic anti-NF 
broadcast and asked him how he expected 
to be forgiven for bringing up old Nazi war 
crimes designed to upset people who lost 
loved ones in World War II in the hope that 
it will frighten them into voting Labour. 
This vote-catching by reviving old war 
wounds, irrelevant in the context of Britain 
today, is depraved and despicable, a sinking 
to the absolute depths of gutter politics. 
D. CROFT 
Ilford, Essex 


SIR: Congratulations on the Editor’s pulver- 
isation of the arguments used to propagate 
the nonsense of racial equality last month. 
Presumably you are aware of Professor 
Haldane, who left the Communist party 
because they were interfering with the 
science of genetics. He wrote: “There is no 
evidence that either individuals or races are 
equal in human endowments. These 
inequalities are genetic. Any satisfactory 
political or economic system must be based 
on the recognition of human diversity.” 
JEAN WOOD 
London W.8 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 


month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. You 
could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month’s winner (below) was 
published in the 7he Kentish Gazette. 


Sir, 

Mr Harrington (Kentish 
Gazette, December 16) 
clearly fails to understand 
Miss Joan White’s argu- 
ment on race. It is true 
that the British are 
descended from different 


tribal groups — Celts, 
Angles, Saxons, Jutes, 
Normans. 


But all these peoples and 
later’ European incomers 
share very similar racial 
characteristics and have 
come together ere 
over a period of a 1,000 
years or more to form a 
nation with a distinctive 
eharacter, a strong sense 
of identity and a _ proud 
record of  historica) 
achievement. 


It does not follow that we 
can amalgamate: success- 
fully with peoples of 
Asiatie and Negroid stock, 
whose racial characteri- 
stics are completely dif- 
ferent and incompatible 
with our own. 


The professional race- 
mixers (among whom, it 


seems, one must include 
Dr Coggan and _ several 
members of the Bench of 
Bishops) recognise this 
incompatibility when they 
foster and applaud the 
attempt by immigrant 
groups to maintain their 
own distinctive culture 
and identity: They empha- 
tically refuse to recognise 
it when they turn their 
attention to the efforts of 
the indigenous population 
to do the same. 


The distress caused in 
many large towns by mass 
immigration of. people who 
are unassimilable with the 
native stock is evident 
enough — it has even been 
featured in programmes on 
television. Strong discon- 
tent and resentment are 
felt on both sides. 

This is not the fault of 
those affected, whether 
white or coloured, but it is 
the fault of government 
that has allowed and 
encouraged it to happen. 

The National Front 
believes that large scale 
immigration should be 


halted and reversed and 
we aim to present this 
policy to the British people 
so they can make a choice 
in the matter — a choice 
snee. have not been given so 
ar.. 


Those who believe in 
integration clearly do not 
have too much faith in 
their cause. Why otherwise 
should they be so afraid of 
a proper litical debate 
oh te whole issue of immi- 
gration and repatriation? 
Why should they try to 
drown reasoned argument 
with abusive cries of 
racist, hate-monger, etc, 
backed up by intimidatory 
legislation? 

Members of the National 
Front do not preach race 
hatred, nor, pace the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, do 
those of us who are Chris- 
tians find any conflict 
between our religion and 
our political views. 

A. D. WHITING 

( —— National 
ront, Canterbury . 

group). 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Jews in ‘“Wogs’’ Row 


Elsewhere in this issue we report 
journalist Auberon Waugh’s admission that 
he often finds himself ‘brooding about the 
Jews”. He raade this remark after recounting 
an incident in which a Jewish lady had 
challenged him to deny that he was a 
member of the National Front. According to 
Waugh, the lady stated that she worked for 
“a Jewish organisation’? and that the 
organisation “‘kept a file’ on him. 

Just in case Waugh doesn’t know it, 
the organisation the lady worked for is the 
Defence Committee of the Zionist dominated 
Board of Deputies of British Jews. 

At its large office in Woburn House in 
Bloomsbury are row upon row of filing 
cabinets and cross-referenced file indices 
containing information on each and every 
person in the United Kingdom who the 
Zionists believe is or may be hostile to 
Jewry, Zionism, Israel. 

Hundreds of thousands of pounds each 
year are spent by the Board to keep a large 
staff of professional paranoics, led by Dr. 
Jacob Gewirtz, an hysterical crank, whose 
job is to up-date established files and where 
necessary open up new ones. 

While the Board engages in a wide 
range of serious activities (mainly exerting 
behind-the-scenes influence within all 
manner of organisations and institutions so 
that the ‘Establishment’ conducts itself at all 
times in a manner beneficial to Zionist 
Jewry) which are worthy of the constant 
attention of students of politics, it also lends 
itself to operations which are more worthy 
of the attention of psychiatrists. 

For example, Dr. Gewirtz led a major 
campaign to ban a humorous National 
Savings poster which unmaliciously depicted 
a couple of bookies “‘of Jewish appearance’. 
After achieving that great victory, Gewirtz 
then led a campaign to prevent the Police 
using the sequence of letters “B.A.L.D. 
J.E.W.” as a handy code for remembering 
the symptoms of rabies. 

During the past year or so I have been 
able to chronicle the way in which the 
Defence Committee zealots have been forced 
bit by bit to abandon their traditional 
“hidden hand” approach to mobilising 
support for multi-racialism and opposition 
to racialism (except, of course, their own). 

Their minions and ‘front’ men having 
failed so signally to halt the rising tide of the 
National Front, the Canutes of Woburn 
House feel themselves increasingly con- 
strained to come out into the open and take 
charge of the deteriorating situation in 
person. 


Trouble shooting 


This trend, as I have remarked before, 
is extremely beneficial for us, and extremely 
dangerous for them .. . that is, the Zionist 
elite. It is also dangerous for the Jewish com- 
munity as a whole, including those sections 
of it that are not Zionist and who do not 
wish to see themselves implicated in the 
minds of ordinary British people who might 
fail to differentiate between Zionist Jews 
who champion the Black invasion of Britain 
and push for tougher Race Relations laws, 
and ordinary non-Zionist Jewish folk. 

My view about the dangers posed by 
the activities of the Board of Deputies is 
now being supported by certain sections of 
the Jewish community. For example, the 
West Indian World of 27th January, under 
the headline “‘Jews in ‘Wogs’ Row”’ reported: 

“Speeches made by Jewish Members 
of Parliament criticising the National Front 
attacks against the Black community in the 
United Kingdom have been severely attacked 
by leaders in the Jewish community. 

“In a hard-hitting editorial, written in 
Yiddish, the North London Jewish Tribune, 
organ of the Anglo-Jewish Orthodoxy, lam- 
basted leading Jewish MP Mr. Greville 
Janner for placing the entire Jewish com- 
munity in jeopardy by identifying himself 
with the problems of the Black community. 

““ ‘The hatred against Blacks is not 
only among the National Front,’ the editorial 
states, ‘but among almost the entire White 
population of the country, and an identifi- 
cation of the Jewish public with the Black 
community like what (sic) Mr. Janner and 
his friends are doing is a sure way of 
increasing the hatred against Jews from the 
White community. 

““ ‘To show sympathy to the Black 
community may be a principle, but is this 
principle so pure and important that it is 
worth jeopardising the security of the 
Jewish public?’, the Editorial asked. 

““ ‘We have read the speech made by 
the important Jewish MP of the Labour 
Party, Mr. Greville Janner, in which he 
castigates those Jews who believe that Jews 
should not get involved in the dispute of the 
Black and White elements in the population. 
We understand the opinion that the National 
Front hates the Jewish public as much as the 
Black public. But we consider the matter 
from a practical point of view. 

“« “From a practical point of view it is 
clear that the Black community shows the 
same hostility to Jews as the White anti- 
Semites.’ ”’ 

After quoting from the Jewish Tribune 
Editorial (which was written in Hebrew, not 
Yiddish) the West Indian World carried a dis- 
missive comment from Dr. Gewirtz. “‘The 


views expressed are those of a very insignifi- 
cant minority,” he said. 

I have the feeling that as the collapse 
of the multi-racial society proceeds apace 
and as the activities of Board of Deputies 
Zionists like Gewirtz and Janner get more 
and more public, hysterical and obnoxious, 
the Editor of the Jewish Tribune will 
represent an ever-greater proportion of 
ordinary Jewish people, regardless of their 
degree of religious orthodoxy. 


Wog in “Filthy Jew’ Row 


It has recently been reported that 
Islington Borough Council has decided to 
discontinue its £280,000 annual grant to 
a North London Black community leader 
Herman Edwards (otherwise known as 
“Brother Herman’’, a former side-kick of the 
recently hanged Black Power murderer and 
ponce Michael de Freitas, otherwise known 
as “‘Michael X”, who was half Jewish). 

Brother Herman was using the grant to 
run a number of doss houses at which young 
Black muggers and truants could find refuge 
after being flung out of home by their 
parents. Islington Council officials state that 
the reason for their decision to discontinue 
the grant was because Bro. Herman was not 
producing proper accounts to indicate how 
the money was being spent. 

In view of the fact that Islington 
Council must have known about Bro. 
Herman’s background and past activities and 
associations, and must have known that he 
and his chums are not very good at sums, I 
cannot believe that lack of proper accounts 
was the real reason why the grant was 
stopped. 

I can’t help feeling that the decision 
was prompted by a report about rude letters 
which Bro. Herman had been sending to 
Islington Council officials, published last 
year in the Jslington Gazette. In one such 
letter he referred to a full-time Council 
youth worker as “a filthy Jew’. 

Poor Herman didn’t realise that you 
can,if youare Black, utter abusive “‘racialist”’ 
epithets about White Gentiles and be 
applauded for it by progressive people every- 
where .. . but to say nasty things about Jews 
is to earn yourself a fat file at the Jewish 
Board of Deputies — just like Auberon Waugh 
— and the enmity of people who live for the 
thrill of exacting revenge. 


READ 
BULLDOG 


Organ of the Young National Front 
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“WE WANT BRITAIN 


TO BE FREE 


AND INDEPENDENT” 


In December 1977, the Labour 
Party devoted the whole of its 
party political broadcast to an 
hysterical attack on the National 
Front. The dishonest and 
defamatory propaganda tricks 


employed in the Labour broadcast 
caused such national uproar that on 


19th December the BBC TV 
‘TONIGHT’ programme broadcast 
an interview with MARTIN 
WEBSTER, National Activities 
Organiser of the NF, conducted by 
Ludovic Kennedy. This is the text 
of that interview. 


LUDOVIC KENNEDY: Mr. Webster, why 
do you think it is that so many people in 
this country — both White and Black — 
abhor everything that the National Front 
stands for? 
MARTIN WEBSTER: There are an awful 
lot of people who very much dislike the 
National Front. There are also a very large 
and growing number of people who support 
us. 

So far as those people who dislike us 
are concerned, they are committed to a 
variety of political ideologies — principal 
among these I would say would be Marxism 
— which have a view of the world and a view 
of history which is so very different to ours 
that they feel provoked by our total contra- 
diction of their point of view. 
L.K.: You’re not suggesting that everybody 
in the country who dislikes the National 
Front are Marxists? 


MARXIST INFILTRATION 


M.W.: Not at all. But I think that the 
Marxist view of the world on a number 
of fundamental matters has influenced — 
through Marxist infiltration of the academy 
of the media — thought on a number of 
fundamental issues and has_ influenced 
people even where they don’t necessarily 
realise it. I think that Marxist influence in 
our society is very, very strong — and they 
have the ability and the media to be able to 
wind-up hostility to their enemies. 
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L.K.: Now a recent Labour Party political 
broadcast made a very forthright attack on 
the National Front, and it has been suggested 
that has been welcomed by the Front as 
giving them unexpected publicity. What is 
your view on that? 

M.W.: We think that the broadcast con- 
tained so many hysterical attacks that it was 
an over-kill. It tripped over itself. The 
spectacle of the Labour Party tripping over 
itself attacking in its Parliamentary broadcast 
a party which yet hasn’t got a single MP, is 
something ridiculous for them and beneficial 
for us. 

L.K.: What was said in that broadcast that 
you would say was not true? 

M.W.: That we are a ‘“‘Nazi-totalitarian” 
organisation which if it came to power 
would prohibit all opposition, would not 
allow other political parties to operate, and 
that we would treat minority ethnic groups, 
prior to their repatriation from this country, 
in an inhumane way in the manner of 
National Socialist Germany. 


RACIALISM, NOT “RACE HATRED” 


L.K.: You are reported as saying that the 
National Front is a racialist party but 
doesn’t incite racial hatred. Where is the 
difference? 

M.W.: We believe that there are fundamental 
differences between the races and that these 
differences are inherited, whereas the 
Marxist point of view is that people are what 
they are as a result of their socio-economic 
environment. 

We believe that if human society is to 
be properly organised for the benefit of 
everybody concerned then the fact of racial 
difference must be taken into account in the 
plans which you make for organising 
society... 

L.K.: Could I just interrupt you there just 
on this thing of racial hatred. Isn’t there the 
assumption by many people that the 
National Front does encourage race hatred, 
and this does attract many of the people 
who support you — whether whatever you 
say is true or not? 

M.W.: I think that an awful lot of people 
living in areas of multi-racial squalor are 
motivated by hatred — I think that’s true. 
But I think that if you examine the 
environment in which those sort of people 
have to live, then you would understand the 


Martin Webster 


reason for their strong feelings. 

But nonetheless, our position is that 
multi-racial societies don’t work, and that in 
the interests of all concerned it’s better that 
there is racial separation... 

L.K.: Apartheid? 

M.W.: Yes — we don’t believe that there is 
anywhere in the world where the multi- 
racial experiment has been tried a pro- 
ductive and happy society. We believe 
that multi-racialism creates racial hatred — 
that’s our point. 

L.K.: What about South America? Say 
Buenos Aires — it works very well there. 
M.W.: Societies in South America? Really 
are they not a sort of standing joke with 
revolutions every five minutes; and where 
you have an ethnic elite ruling — often 
tyrannically — a multi-racial Jumpen 
proletariat? I wouldn’t point out South 
America as an example of multi-racial bliss 
at all. 


THE “TOUGH” IMAGE 


L.K.: Would you deny that among your 
supporters are a number of toughs — 
whether you recruit them or not I don’t 
know — who really do dislike the Blacks? 
M.W.: There are tough people in the 
National Front. There are tough people in 
every political party. I think the element of 
the so-called tough image has come over in 
recent months with our marches, say, at 
Lewisham and other areas where we have 
been attacked by very large numbers of 
people throwing bricks and bottles and 
indeed attacking the Police before we had 
even formed up. 

If we are to maintain our right of 
assembly and our right of free speech we are 
grateful to have on our marches people who 
are able to physically defend us from attack. 
L.K.: But you are saying yourself that there 
are no circumstances in which you — apart 
from self-defence — condone violence or 
intimidation towards Black people? 

M.W.: Members of the National Front who 
engage in aggressive activities, as opposed to 


defensive activities (where such activities 
happen) are disciplined — and depending on 
the severity of their offence, they are 
expelled from our party. 


“NAZI” SMEAR REFUTED 


L.K.: Mr. Webster, may I ask you a personal 
question? It’s been reported that at one time 
you were a Nazi. Is that true? 

M.W.: Yes, that’s true. 

L.K.: May I ask you why you became a 
Nazi? 

M.W.: Yes. This was in 1962. I was 19 at the 
time. I was then a member of the League of 
Empire Loyalists, and I had been forbidden 
by that organisation to go to a rally in 
Trafalgar Square held by the National 
Socialist Movement. 

I saw a large crowd of people — many 
of them Communists — attacking the people 
on the platform. At that time I didn’t know 
an awful lot about what the National 
Socialist Movement stood for, but I helped 
them drive these people off the plinth who 
were attacking them and I got photographed 
doing that. 

Because I got photographed doing that 
Mr. Chesterton, who ultimately became the 
first Chairman of the National Front, 
expelled me from the League of Empire 
Loyalists. In a sense, therefore, that 
expulsion left me with no political home to 
go to, so I became involved with the 
National Socialist Movement as a 19 year 
old — but I resigned before my 21st birthday. 
L.K.: Well as a former Nazi what is your 
opinion of Hitler? 

M.W.: My opinion of Hitler is that he was 
to begin with, possibly, a German patriot. 
But in the war, in the circumstances that 
the war produced, he resorted to more and 
more brutal techniques which in my 
opinion destroyed, ultimately, the very 
cause of patriotism -— and discredited, 
possibly, the very cause of patriotism — that 
originally, perhaps, he set out to promote. 
Many people in the early days of Adolf 
Hitler — people like Winston Churchill 
and Lloyd George — said very complimentary 
things about him. It’s only in hindsight in 
the later days of the war that we learned an 
awful lot of things that were of course to the 
discredit of him. 

L.K.: You would utterly condemn his 
persecution and murder of the Jews? 

M.W.: Of course. And this is I think, coming 
back to an earlier question which you raised, 
a point which needs to be differentiated 
between our racialism and racial hatred. 

We simply wish to preserve the British 
people and nation. It doesn’t automatically 
follow, therefore, that because we wish to 
preserve our own people we wish to 
persecute or exterminate other peoples. 

There are only 54 million Britons. 
There are hundreds of millions of Africans 
and Asians of all sorts. We feel that the 
living-room pressure of Afro-Asia against the 
minority of White people throughout the 


world is such that unless the White peoples 
take steps positively to defend themselves 
they are going to disappear. 


PRECEDENT FOR REPATRIATION 


L.K.: Well you have a plan, which you have 
already mentioned to me — and this comes 
out of your policy document — of advising 
“the repatriation” (I’m quoting now) “by 
the most humane means possible, of those 
Coloured Immigrants already here, together 
with their descendants and dependants.”’ 
M.W.: Yes. 

L.K.: How many people is that? 

M.W.: Well we estimate that there are at 
least 4 million Black people in this country. 
L.K.: You want them all to go home? 

M.W.: We do. 

L.K.: Is that — quite apart from the morality 
of the thing which many people find very 
shocking — is that remotely feasible? 

M.W.: I think it is. You see the first thing 
is that we have to establish whether or not 
there is a precedent acceptable within inter- 
national law, post Second World War, for 
such repatriation: and of course there is with 
the India-Ceylon Agreement. 

L.K.: Of course many of these people are 
now British citizens. 

M.W.: Well in the case of Ceylon the Tamil 
minority were Sri Lankan citizens, but the 
United Nations studied the problem and, as 
I understand it, they reported to the Indian 
and Ceylonese governments that there 
wasn’t going to be any kind of a harmonious 
situation in Ceylon until large numbers of 
the Tamil minority were repatriated; and 
under the India-Ceylon Agreement, which is 
accepted in international law, they are 
progressively and compulsorily _ being 
repatriated. 

L.K.: Well, as I say, apart from the morality 
of this proposal of yours would this not be 
an invitation to the Governments of India, 
Pakistan, and the West Indies to ship back to 
this country all the White people there who 
were British? 

M.W.: That may well be so, but I think it’s 
worth remembering that a little earlier this 
year the Indian Government passed a law 
saying that any persons of Indian ethnic 
origin, regardless of whether or not they 
were born in India, would be welcomed back 
into India and have full Indian citizenship, 
rather on the lines of the Israeli Law of 
Return. 

I think that this is a straw in the wind; 
it indicates that Governments like India are 
recognising that there will have to be 
repatriations to resolve the racial problems 
of countries like Britain, and indeed 
countries in Africa. 


AFRICAN “NATIONALISM” 


L.K.: Turning again to your policy 
document, Mr. Webster, you say that as a 
Nationalist party the Front — and again I 
quote: “respects the legitimate nationalism 


of other peoples.” Now is that without 
exception? 

M.W.: Without exception. 

L.K.: Well what about the Nationalist 
aspirations of the seven million Blacks in 
Rhodesia who aspire to the state of 
Zimbabwe? 

M.W.: Well we’re not talking about nations 
there. In Rhodesia... 

L.K.: ... I’m sorry, I thought that we were 
talking about Nationalism. 

M.W.: That’s right. And what you have in 
Rhodesia is what you have in many other 
parts of Africa: not Nationalism — because 
there was no Rhodesian nation before the 
White man. Likewise, there was no South 
African nation before the White man. What 
you have is tribal groups. 

In South Africa, for example, if you 
want to talk about nations, you don’t have 
one nation in South Africa, you have seven, 
and each of those is going to have to be 
provided for. In Rhodesia you have the 
Matabele tribe and other tribes... 

L.K.: . . . but they want to make a Black 
state as there has formerly been a White 
state. 

M.W.: Are you talking about the mass of 
Black people in Rhodesia, or the power 
ambitions of a tiny political elite inside — 
and more importantly outside — Rhodesia? 

I don’t think you should confuse the 
will of the ordinary folks in Africa, to whom 
words like ‘“‘freedom’’, “‘Nationalism”’ and 
“politics” have very little meaning, with the 
power ambitions of political leaders whose 
political parties are based on_ tribal 
groupings, not a national grouping. 


THE BRITISH FAMILY OF NATIONS 


L.K.: Let’s turn to another country nearer 
home. What about Scotland? Does the 
National Front respect the Nationalism of 
the Scottish National Party? 

M.W.: Within the family of the British 
nation, we believe that the ethnic pride and 
cultural traditions of the people of Scotland, 
Wales and Northern Ireland should be 
encouraged and protected — more than it is 
now... 


L.K.: ... but not politically? 
M.W.: We believe that the Scottish 
Nationalist and the Welsh Nationalist 


developments in recent years come about as 
a result of bad central government, and we 
feel that good central government giving 
Wales and Scotland and Northern Ireland 
proper pride of place within the family of 
the United Kingdom would resolve much of 
their complaints and also assuage their local 
sense of patriotism. 

L.K.: Mr. Webster, what else does the 
National Front have to offer, apart from its 
racial policy? 


COMMON MARKET SWINDLE 


M.W.: Most importantly, we have to offer a 
Contd. overleaf 
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‘WE WANT BRITAIN TO BE 
FREE AND INDEPENDENT’ 
Contd. from previous page 


view of the world which says that the nation 
and races are important, and that the 
individuality of different nations is 
important. 

Today, the Labour Party, the Conser- 
vative Party and the Liberal Party are each in 
their different ways committed to solving 
Britain’s problems by submerging British 
national sovereignty into supra-national 
arrangements. 

In the Common Market for example, 

we are losing our nationhood, we are losing 
our economic infrastructures, we are losing 
our capacity to stand up as a free nation... 
L.K.: . . . The majority of people in this 
country voted for us to be in the Common 
Market... 
M.W.: ... Only after we had been dragged in 
for two years by means of a trick, and after 
we were told by lying propagandists that 
there was no way of our getting out. I don’t 
think that we can regard the process 
whereby Britain was dragged into the 
Common Market as in any way fair or 
honourable or equitable. 

We offer the British people the chance 
for Britain to stand free and independent 
and not become submerged as a country in 
some sort of European super-state — or 
worse, as a tiny little hamlet in a World 
tyranny. 


NATIONAL DEFENCE AND EUROPE 


L.K.: Well, taking that point up, you also, I 
understand, advocate that Britain should 
withdraw from NATO. Well now, if every 
country in NATO were to do that, where 
would the defence of Europe be? 

M.W.: I think that the defence of France has 
been very much enhanced following the 
separation of France’s armed forces from the 
control of American generals. We wish to 
renegotiate a defence arrangement with 
European nations whereby the European 
nations defend themselves on their own 
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behalf and are not simply an appendage of 
American global super-politics. 

L.K.: Well now you also want us to with- 
draw from the United Nations, to end free 
trade and put on import controls. It seems 
to me Mr. Webster, reading all your policy 
documents here that you want us to, as it 
were, completely isolate ourselves from the 
world, from an increasingly international 
world, and really to become Little Britishers. 


NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY v. WORLD 
GOVERNMENT 


M.W.: No — I don’t think that’s true at all. 
What we want to do is separate ourselves 
from a number of international machines — 
power machines — that have been set up 
which have as their sole purpose the destruc- 


-tion and elimination of Britain and other 


independent nations as _ vehicles for 
defending their respective peoples. 

We don’t believe that the United 
Nations or the International Monetary Fund 
or any of these international bodies really 
secure the best interests of the British 
people. They have a global view, they have 
an international view. We are patriots and we 
want Britain — our small nation, our small 
island — to be free and independent. 

L.K.: Many people would say this is putting 
the clock back. 

M.W.: No, we think we are more progressive, 
because the kind of World Government 
tyranny which the internationalists have in 
mind would put the world back — not just 
for the British, but for everybody — into the 
Dark Ages of tyranny. 


REPLY TO CHURCH LEFTISTS 


L.K.: One leading Churchman recently 
described the activities of the National 
Front as ‘a murky stream drawing upon 
poisonous waters and polluting the life of 
the nation.”” And I would think that 
probably many people would agree with 
him. What is your comment on that? 

M.W.: In that interview with you the other 
week he admitted that he was a campaigning 
member of the Labour Party. I think that he 
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was speaking his political rather than his 
properly and  decently-based _ religious 
opinions. I think that the answer to him will 
be given by hundreds of thousands of 
National Front voters at the next General 
Election. 

L.K.: Mr. Webster, thank you very much. 
M.W.: Thank you. 


Statement 


Spearhead printed on page 8 in our 
issue No. 109 under an article entitled 
‘Establishment conspirators and Red mobs 
fail to stop National Front advance’ a 
photograph of the head of the ALCARAF 
march through Lewisham. The copyright ‘of 
the photograph belonged to a Mr. M. M. 
Franks. We did not have Mr. Franks’ per- 
mission to publish this photograph and the 
photograph was published due to an error on 
our part. At no time did we seek to make an 
inference or impute that we had Mr. Franks’ 
permission to print this photograph. 

We would like to apologise to Mr. 
Franks for any embarrassment which may 
have been caused as a result of our actions. 


BOOKS WANTED 
Metapolitics by Peter Viereck (New York, 
1961) 

On Aggression by Konrad Lorenz (New 
York, 1966) 

A Golden Age by Oskar Lessing (trans. 
Tubingen, 1936) 

Replies to: Box 8558, 91 Connaught Rd., 
Teddington, Middx. 


SPEARHEAD FUND 


Money over and above normal 
income from sales is needed to 
build up SPEARHEAD. 

Your help would be greatly 
appreciated. Please make out your 
postal orders or cheques to Spear- 
head, and send them to: 91 Con- 
naught Road, Teddington, Middx. 
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